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Preface. 


With this issue, "Lehre und Wehre" begins its fiftieth year. That is already a 
great age for a theological journal, especially in America. When a person has 
reached a similar age, one speaks of his character. This is what we want to do in 
this year's preface with reference to "L. u. W." Let us visualize the main features of 
the character by which it differs from most theological journals. In a man, character 
consists essentially in the principles which have become fixed norms for his thinking, 
willing, and doing. This is also true of magazines: their character is determined by 
the principles according to which they are edited. Admittedly, there are enough 
people in whom, even when they have reached the age of fifty, one cannot speak of 
a definite character, of truly established principles and constant action according to 
them. Lack of character is their character. This is also true of many theological 
papers in Germany and America: they are theologically characterless. They, like the 
theologians whose organs they are, take no firm stand. One does not know where 
they actually stand, by what principles they are guided, what they stand for, what 
they advocate and what they oppose. They share the dogmatic vagueness, 
indeterminacy, and indecision of our indifferentist and unionist times. They virtually 
declare that the editors are not responsible for the theology which is served up in 
their columns, and that the reader must decide for himself which of the dishes served 
up is poisoned or wholesome food. Yes, they even boast that it is a special 
advantage that everyone can have his say in their columns: false teachers and right- 
wing teachers, liberals and positives, Catholics and Protestants. Our country is 
especially rich in such papers, which place themselves at the same time in the 
service of lies and truth, 
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since only the one who serves God serves him alone. And unfortunately there is 
also no lack of Lutheran journals that share this lack of character. 

L. u. W." does not belong to the class of characterless magazines. It does not 
give itself up to be a talking-room for heterogeneous minds and a depository for their 
various views. "L. u. W." bears a thoroughly definite character. It takes a firm 
theological standpoint and pursues a definite aim. "L. u. W." is not a weathervane, 
pointing sometimes here, sometimes there. It is theologically not an aberration, but 
a fixed star. It does not represent opposite theological directions. It holds a certain 
course, and those who do not want to work in the direction it takes cannot have their 
say in it. Of opposing currents it does take notice, but in order to combat them. "L. 
u. W." believes precisely that theological truth is given only One and alone in 
Scripture. It wants to bring this truth to bear, it alone. To divergent human opinions 
it gives no quarter. Each of the more than 500 issues of "L. u. W." bears witness to 
this firm, absolutely definite character. 

"L. u. W." occupies a firm position. And it has also expressed this position 
clearly and most emphatically. Her character is not only thoroughly definite, but also 
strongly marked. She stood up for her theological position with great emphasis. She 
knew what she wanted, and with what she wanted she did not hold back. "L. u. W." 
did not disguise herself in order to hide her true figure from others and to conceal 
her position. On the theological questions which have agitated the American Church 
during the last fifty years, she has fearlessly stated her position. She has spoken out 
while other papers have been "silent." She has at all times given clear notice, and, 
as much as was in her, left no one in doubt as to her position on any doctrinal 
question. "L. u. W." has spoken plainly, has struck a clear note. Whoever heard her 
on any question knew whether it was whistled or whistled. Neither by human favor 
or hatred, nor by public opinion and ecclesiastical calculation of consequences, has 
"L. u. W." allowed itself to be kept from making its position as clear as possible. This 
firm and distinct character has not escaped the notice of its opponents. Because "L. 
u. W." was not open to human dreams and theories, and because it denied any 
justification to any error, it was accused from various sides: Right-mindedness, 
obstinacy, conceit, intolerance, narrow-mindedness, bigotry, narrowmindedness, etc. 
As if it were the sign of a sound and normal mind to welcome falsehood as well as 
truth! 

This character has also not formed quite gradually in "L. u. W.". It bears the 
same from its first date, and up until its 
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most recent date, it has remained faithful to him. One and the same spirit speaks 
from all volumes and numbers of "L. u. W.". In its principles, tenets and teachings, 
"L. u. W." has not changed in the course of decades. It has neither abandoned nor 
modified its original position. Throughout fifty years "L. u. W." has always remained 
theologically the same. It has faithfully preserved its character and constantly 
maintained its position. Each number of "L. u. W." represents all the others. Whoever 
knows one, knows all, as far as its theological spirit and character are concerned. 
What "L. u. W." was twenty-five and fifty years ago, it is to-day. And that not merely 
in general, but just as far as the individual doctrines are concerned. It is true that in 
recent times it has been asserted that "L. u. W." now teaches differently in the 
election of grace than it did twenty-five years ago. But only people talk in this way 
who have not gained their idea of "L. and W." from "L. and W." ""L. u. W." has not 
denied its past even in its last volume. Throughout all its years and numbers it is 
rather one and the same, just as definite as it is constant, a theological quantity that 
remains unchanged. Constancy belongs to every character. It is also found in "L. u. 
W." 

There are not many theological journals of which the same can be said. The 
number of theologians and theological journals that emerged in the last century with 
a specific program is not small. But the currents of the spirit of the age and of modern 
theology, which is addicted to novelty, soon tore them from their moorings. As many 
a worm assumes the colors and forms of the leaves on which and by which it lives, 
and appears sometimes green and smooth, sometimes brown and rough: so do most 
of the periodicals bear the type of the transient spirit of the times and fashionable 
theology. They do not adapt themselves once and for all to the unchanging Word of 
God, but to the environment of each time, to the theological atmosphere which they 
breathe. That "L. u. W." does not belong to those papers which periodically change 
their standpoint like the moon changes its face, has also been well recognized by its 
opponents, who have reproached it for years. Just as they call the determinacy of 
character of "L. u. W." "narrowness," so its constancy of character "backwardness." 
"L. u. W.," they said, represented a theology long since obsolete. It had stood still. 
This, they said, was its chief defect, that it had closed itself against theological 
progress. Instead of moving steadily forward, it had remained seated with the 
theology of Luther and the Lutheran confession. "L. u. W." had overlooked the fact 
that four hundred years lay between Luther and Harnack, and that theology had 
made great progress in these centuries, especially the nineteenth century with its 
Schleiermacher, Hofmann, Frank, and Ritschl. But "L. u. W." had persistently 
rejected the results of modern theological research. The 
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had taken its revenge: "L. u. W." had not gone a hair's breadth beyond Luther and 
the Lutheran confession. 

Yes, the modern theologians and journals have preached progress. Since 
Schleiermacher, the command has been almost uninterrupted: "Forward beyond the 
past and present; forward beyond Luther; never stop at any price; always forward, 
no matter where!" "Formation of dogma," "development of doctrine," even "further 
education of religion,"-these have been the watchwords of modern theologians, 
journals, and ecclesiastical leaders for decades now. All the professors at the 
German universities claim that it is their life's work to train, educate, re-educate, and 
further educate the doctrines of the church and the symbol. And even in America 
there is no lack of men who would like to join in this work. The task of scientific 
theology, he said, is to continually reshape the Christian teachings and to present 
them in such a way that they fit into the latest philosophical and scientific worldview. 
Continuing education of doctrine and religion, that is the raison d'etre of theology. The 
forward-looking character is essential to scientific theology. And it was not lacking in 
all kinds of products of its scientific work, e.g. in the doctrines of the Trinity, the 
person and states of Christ, and the last things. Many papers had also gratefully 
taken hold of it, and had turned the gold which theological science had brought to 
light into usable coin, and thus made it accessible to wider circles. "L. u. W.," 
however, had closed its mind against this progress. It had shown no understanding 
at all for this scientific work. And it showed less respect for the great scientific 
theologians of the 19th century than Mardachai did for Haman. But, as | said, this 
had taken its revenge: "L. u. W." had remained seated with the theology of Luther 
and the Lutheran symbol. 

"L. u. W." has rejected doctrinal progress and has stood still with the theology 
of the 16th century. This is a correct characterization of this journal from the mouths 
of its enemies. We acknowledge it. The faithful adherence to the doctrine of Luther 
and the Lutheran symbol is a main trait in the character of "L. u. W." Modern 
theologians have often enough called upon it to weigh anchor and steer with them 
toward progress. "L. u. W.," however, has held the more firmly to Luther, and in their 
turn has cried out to the theologians and journals who proudly sailed past Luther, 
"Turn back, your course leads to ruin and ruin!" and issued the opposite slogan, 
"Back to Luther and to the Lutheran symbol!" "L. u. W." has fought the modern 
progress of doctrine. While the modern theologians have evaded the testimony of 
"L. u. W." by obstinate silence, "L. u. W." has presented to its readers the products 
of scientific theology in their own words, and examined them according to God's 
Word. It has 
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The author has exposed the madness and Babylonian arrogance, the deception and 
self-deception that underlie developmental theology, has torn the Christian mask from 
the faces of its products, and has called them what they are, namely, not 
developments, but deformities and theological monsters, just as Cerberus, Centaur, 
and Dragon, these Greek creatures, are not zoological developments, but monsters. 
She has shown that developmental theology is apostasy from true theology and a 
return to rationalism and paganism. It has shown that the doctrines of the Church are 
not products of the human mind, but truths revealed by God in His Word, and that 
there is not, nor can there be, any progress in the Church beyond the Word of God. 
"L. u. W." was therefore not concerned to invent and form new doctrines, nor even to 
improve the old ones. It has, however, made it its business to understand the 
teachings of Scripture and the Lutheran symbol better and better, and to bring them 
more and more to bear and to rule alone. To preserve the heritage of the Reformation 
faithfully and intact is what "L. u. W." has seen as its task in the past fifty years, and 
this shall also remain its task in the future. 


L. and W." remained faithful to the Lutheran confession. She professed it bona 


fide because it was the expression of her own faith. Her adherence to the confession 
was a willing, cheerful one, and not a compulsion she imposed upon herself. For this 
reason, "L. u. W." did not resort to all kinds of arts and tricks in order to get rid of the 
confession or any part of it. It professed the symbol not with quatenus, but with quia. It 
has also distinguished between fundamental and non-fundamental doctrines of the 
confession, but not in order to shake off the latter as non-binding. It has not used the 
distinction between doctrinal decisions proper and doctrines discussed in passing to 
declare the latter open questions. The Confession was not perceived by "L. u. W." as 
a code of laws of all kinds of hard and foreign doctrinal rules confronting her. 
Confession was not a burden and compulsion for her, but the delight of her heart and 
mouth, a confession written by the Holy Spirit in her heart and mind. Out of inner 
conviction she confessed all the teachings of the symbols as her own faith and took 
up the fight for the heritage of the fathers with great joy. "L. u. W." did not feel the 
Confession as a burdensome fetter and therefore did not feel the need to shake off 
any part of it. This trait of faithfulness to symbols in the character of "L. u. W." has 
also been well recognized by her opponents, who have likewise forged an accusation 
against her out of it: symbololatry, papal papism, subjugation of conscience and spirit. 
As if this were compulsion of conscience and idolatry of symbols, when one happily 
confesses that the doctrines of our Church are well founded in Holy Scripture. 
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that one has no reason and is not willing to deviate even a hair's breadth from them, 
and that all the world is guilty of accepting them! For it is not a priori and without prior 
examination that "L. and W." professes the symbols, not even because it holds them 
to be inspired and the last source and norm of faith, but because it has found in the 
symbol its own teaching drawn from Scripture. The love and faithfulness with which 
"L. u. W." holds fast to the Lutheran confession is born out of its position on the holy 
Scriptures, and this brings us to another main feature in the character of this journal. 

In Germany the number of theologians who still hold to the literal inspiration 
and inerrancy of Holy Scripture in all that it presents is small. The professors at the 
great universities, especially at the conservative ones: Rostock, Erlangen, 
Greifswald and Dorpat, have without exception long since abandoned the verbal 
inspiration and absolute inerrancy of Scripture. They no longer believe that the 
Scriptures themselves are the infallible word of God. They teach (and that only in 
part) that Scripture is a mixture of human errors and divine truths. And to separate 
the errors from the truths is the task of theology. The leading church periodicals in 
Germany are not much better. The "Reformation," the "Evangelische 
Kirchenzeitung," the "Alte Glaube," and the "Allgemeine Evangelisch-Lutherische 
Kirchenzeitung" mostly speak only dismissively of verbal inspiration as a mechanical 
theory invented by Quenstedt and not worthy of refutation. They look down with 
regret on anyone who still takes the trouble to defend the inerrancy of Scripture. Yes, 
the majority of modern theologians and theological journals no longer sign Scripture 
with quia, but only with quatenus. It has become to them a book to be read cum grano 


salis and with criticism. And this attitude toward sacred Scripture is also spreading in 
the Lutheran Church of America. It is true that in recent years it has been repeatedly 
affirmed that the American Lutheran Church stands firm and united in its position on 
Scripture. But the fact is that within the General Synod as well as the General 
Council, literal inspiration has also been publicly and repeatedly denied. 

It professes the verbal inspiration and infallibility of the entire Holy Scripture. It 
professes the Bible, not merely in so far as it is God's Word and contains truths, but 
because it is God's Word in all its words and teachings, and therefore contains only 
truths and no errors and contradictions. And this also not merely in the strictly 
theological matters, but also in its numerous historical, chronological, geological, 
biological and astronomical data. "L. u. W." is a priori, before all critical research, 
certain that 
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that the holy Scriptures are free from error, and that all kinds of contradictions cannot 
be found in them. And this certainty is based on nothing less than the clear teaching 
of Scripture itself, that all Scripture is inspired by God and that no word of it can be 
broken. For fifty years "L. & W." has held to this position, and it is not disposed to 
abandon it in the future. What has hitherto been brought against this position has 
not shaken "L. u. W." in this belief, but only strengthened it. This position on Scripture 
is a main trait in the character of "L. u. W." Were it to drop inspiration, it would have 
to abandon itself entirely. The break with the doctrine of the inerrancy of Scripture 
would mean a complete collapse of its whole theology. All their arguments are based 
on the principle that the written word of Scripture is inspired by the Holy Spirit, not 
chosen and set by men, but by God Himself, and therefore cannot lie or deceive us. 
He who has a clear word of Scripture for himself has the truth, and he who has it 
against him is in error. To sit in the Scriptures is to have the truth; to sit beside the 
Scriptures is to lie in error. "L. u. W." knows only one mode of theologizing: 
clarification and exposition of what the word of Scripture really says. All arguments 
which are not led from this principle miss nothing at all with "L. u. W.". But a clear 
word of Scripture makes the world too narrow for it. The word of Scripture is inspired 
and cannot be broken, - this is the fundamental major which underlies all the 
theological arguments in "L. and W.". "The word they shall let stand," the written 
word of Scripture,-this is the sacred defiance which runs through all its volumes and 
numbers and doctrinal articles. If "L. u. W." had to reveal its "Es stehet geschrieben!" 
the nervus probandi would be drawn from all its proofs, and all the volumes of "L. u. 
W." would simply have to be cassified. The position of inspiration is an essential trait 
in the character of "L. u. W.," which it can only abandon if it is willing to deny its 
entire previous existence. 

Their position on inspiration has also saved "L. u. W." from the ungodliness 
and foolishness of modern biblical criticism, which, even in its mildest forms, 
assumes that the words of Scripture are not set by God, but chosen by men, and 
are therefore deceptive and must be critically examined. "Scripture is a human report 
of divine revelations" (denial of inspiration); this is the minimum presupposition of 
every criticism which masters the Bible and seeks to separate truths from errors in 
it. Where this prerequisite is not found, the ground is taken away from every 
schoolmasterly criticism, on which alone it can flourish, not only from the crass 
naturalistic criticism, which simply ignores all revelations, miracles, and prophecies. 
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but also of the subtlest and most refined, which only for a moment rises above the 
Scriptures and calls them into question, and will only believe them after they have 
been tested, tried, and found to be right by reason. While, therefore, even Lutheran 
theologians and journals in Germany and America have made common cause with 
the enemies of Holy Scripture, and have not been afraid to put the Secular knife to 
God's holy Word, "L. u. W." was simply not to be had for modern criticism, thanks to 
its fundamental position that not merely the thoughts, but also the words of Scripture 
are inspired by the Holy Spirit. 

Another trait in the character of "L. u. W." denotes their position on the question, 
"What is the source of theological knowledge?" The Lutheran theologians whose 
names were in everybody's mouth in the second half of the last century: Hofmann, 
Frank, Luthardt, and others, expressly rejected the proposition that the sacred 
Scriptures were the proper and ultimate source of theology, and taught that the 
theologian must draw his doctrines from his own experience, his own ego or self- 
consciousness. To this raving assertion, unheard of in the Lutheran Church, "L. u. 
W." held fast to the sentence of our Confession, "God's Word shall establish articles 
of faith, and no other, not even an angel." (Miller, p. 303, § 15.) She took seriously 
the word of the apostle: "If any man teach, let him teach it as the word of God." The 
source of her theological knowledge was the Bible, the whole Bible, and nothing but 
the Bible. What was not drawn from Scripture and could not be proved by Scripture, 
"L. u. W." refused the predicate "theological" to. Scripture was not merely one source 
among others, but the only source of theology. In her teaching, therefore, "L. u. W." 
limited herself to the content of Scripture, which she did not want to increase by any 
amount, but also did not want to diminish by any amount. What she found in 
Scripture, she presented as divine teaching. And what she could not prove from 
Scripture, of that she was silent. Her principle was: In the church only that may be 
taught as obligatory doctrine for which there is a clear word of Scripture. L. & W." did 
not base doctrines of faith on experience, on so-called necessary conclusions from 
Scripture, or on the mere fact that something does not contradict Scripture. It has 
required for every doctrine a clear word of Scripture, nothing more, nothing less. Only 
what Scripture teaches, but also everything that Scripture teaches, she has 
presented as doctrines of faith. She also did not allow herself to be deprived of a 
clear word of Scripture through allegedly necessary conclusions. The word of 
Scripture was her source of teaching, and nothing else, not even conclusions from 
sayings of Scripture. Hereby "L. u. W." was completely serious, not only towards the 
sects and zealots, but also towards Lutherans, especially in the doctrine of 
conversion and the teaching of the "Christian faith". 
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Election by Grace. "L. u. W." has ever stood for Scriptural theology in the strictest 
sense of the word, for a theology in which there is no doctrinal proposition for which 
a clear Scriptural word is lacking, and from which no doctrinal proposition is deleted 
for any reason for which a clear Word of God is present. 

L. and W." was also serious about the sentence: "Scripture is the sole standard 
of doctrine. The theologians of the last century have for the most part declared that 
Scripture is not the source, but the norm of their theology. But this was vain deceit 
and fraud. He who does not accept Scripture as a source cannot and does not want 
it as a norm. Scripture is the one only because it is the other. The theologians who 
derive their system from their own experience or from other facts only pretend to 
base their doctrines on Scripture. In reality they judge the Scriptures according to 
their system. They use their system as an analogia fidei, in order then to correct, or 
(euphemistically speaking) "interpret," all passages which do not suit them. As 
Zwingli, Jacob Boehme, and other gross and subtle enthusiasts apply their own 
dreams as a standard to Scripture, so Hofmann and other representatives of 
theological science interpret Scripture according to their system. And in order to 
make the impossible (namely, to gain for their system the placet of Scripture) at least 
apparently possible, but to make every judgment about it impossible for simple- 
minded Christians, these theologians have at the same time decreed that the dicta 


probantia hitherto in use in the church are not sufficient when it is a matter of testing 
whether a system agrees with Scripture or not. This could only be determined from 
the whole of Scripture. No, the scientific theologians have not used Scripture as a 
standard, as they pretend, but as a cover for their heresies. Yes, they have not 
merely mastered Scripture, but have made a mockery of it. They have put the 
Scriptures to the torture in the interest of their system, and forced them to say things 
that they do not say. They have made the Scriptures into a theatrical judge and have 
played monkeys with them. They have not only placed themselves on the chair and 
Scripture on the student's bench, but they have also placed themselves on the 
judge's bench and Scripture on the criminal's bench, in order to pronounce judgment 
on it according to the code of their scientific system. It is vain mockery and scorn 
when Hofmann and his comrades-in-arms say: The Bible is the norm of our theology. 

The same theologians who correct the passages of Scripture that deal with the 
doctrine of salvation according to their own system, are in the habit of "interpreting" 
other passages of Scripture that contain geological, astronomical or biological data 
according to the "results" of the corresponding sciences. The teachings of the latest 


textbooks of science are to them here the analogia fidei, according to which they 
"interpret" Genesis 1 and similar biblical passages. That is, 
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The thoughts of the modern textbooks subordinate them to Moses, so that, for 
example, the six days become six periods. To interpret Moses according to the 
doctrines of science, however, is not merely to school the Bible and subordinate it 
to science, but to play fools with God's Word. To interpret Scripture is to show what 
the words of Scripture teach. To subordinate thoughts from modern textbooks to 
Scripture is to mock them. But it is essentially the same denial of the authority of 
Scripture when one misuses Scripture itself to corrupt Scripture and to remove 
disagreeable passages from it. In this sad art, as is well known, the enthusiasts 
have always been great masters. The same happens, however, when Lutheran 
theologians, for example, corrupt the clear passages of the election of grace 
according to John 3:16 and delete everything that seems to them to be inconsistent 
with this passage. This does not mean leaving the Scriptures as they are, but rather 
mastering them and actually declaring that they do not accept the whole Scripture, 
but only a part of it. What God wants to tell us, e.g. Eph. 1, we should look for where 
God tells us, namely Eph. 1 and not Joh. 3, 16. Whoever jumps from the clear 
passages that deal with the election of grace to other passages that do not deal with 
it, and according to these last passages interprets the former in such a way that he 
deletes from them everything that does not seem to agree with the passages that 
he takes as a standard, not only denies that the whole of Scripture, and Scripture 
alone, is the source and standard of doctrine, but he misuses Scripture and plays a 
wretched game with it. 

It has taken seriously the sentence: "Scripture is the final standard of theology. 
To her, Scripture is the Judge who judges all things, and who is judged by no one. 
Whether a theological proposition is true or false, according to "L. and W.," can only 
be decided by examining it in the passages of Scripture which deal with this 
doctrine. Just as "L. u. W." has always been concerned only to ascertain what 
Scripture teaches, so it has also asked of every doctrine: Does it agree with the 
clear statements of Scripture? As a standard of theological truth it has accepted 
neither reason, nor experience, nor any theological system, nor the results of the 
sciences, nor even all kinds of reasoning from scriptural passages. As "L. u. W." sat 
down on the student's bench and allowed herself to be instructed by Scripture, so 
she also placed herself with all her doctrines before the judgment seat of Scripture 
and bowed without grumbling under the judgment of the same. She also judged the 
scientific textbooks with their theories and hypotheses according to Scripture, and 
not vice versa. And just as "L. u. W." did not go beyond Scripture in all kinds of 
conclusions, so it also did not go ahead with conclusions against clear Scripture. It 
has neither founded new doctrines with conclusions of reason, nor combated the 
clear teachings of Scripture. 
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Without conferring with flesh and blood, she rejected all conclusions that rebelled 
against a word of Scripture. She has taken her reason captive under the obedience 
of faith. 

The modern theologians and theological journals, in order to mark the 
character of their theology, have attached to themselves with special emphasis and 
pleasure the predicate "scientific". This predicate they do not think they can dispense 
with under any circumstances. And so it is. With it they would give themselves up 
and probably throw most of the "scientific" theological literature of the last century on 
the rubble heap. With tenacity, therefore, they hold fast to this trait. No sacrifice is 
too dear to them when the Moloch of "science" demands it. "Science" is the magic 
word that captivates the spirits, especially in Germany. As soon as this word is heard, 
everything lies in the dust and crawls on its belly and dies in complete 
thoughtlessness. And if one asks what theologians think of when they hear the word 
"science," the answer is something like this: theological science gains its content 
from its own operations of thought. Or: It derives the theological system from a 
supreme proposition. Or: It demonstrates the authoritative faith of the church. Or: It 
elevates faith to knowledge, and shows why, according to the principles of thought, 
it must be as the church teaches. Or: It seeks for the xxx of Scripture the xxxxx of 
reason. Or: It brings the fact of regeneration, together with its presuppositions and 
consequences, to dogmatic expression. Or: It develops its doctrines from Christian 
experience, the Christian ego or self-consciousness. Or: Theological science finds 
the thread of thought that necessarily connects the teachings of Scripture. Or: 
Science harmonizes, rhymes, and mediates the Christian teachings with one another 
and with the teachings of the other sciences, and assigns them their place in the 
cycle of all truths and teachings. - Thus the definitions go far beyond one another. In 
this, however, the scientific theologians all agree with each other, that they want 
something different and more than God has given them in his word. Their command 
is not merely, "Forward, beyond Luther!" but also, "Forward, beyond the Scriptures!" 
Even the most conservative want to add at least something of their own to the 
doctrines of Scripture, if only the necessary connection, the "thread." In short, 
theological science does not merely want to be a student and hear what God says 
in his word, but it also wants to master and bring its reason to bear. 

This going beyond Scripture on the part of scientific theology is the reason why 
"L. u. W." has closed its mind to it from the beginning. It is characteristic of it that it 
has indignantly rejected the predicate "scientific" in the sense of the moderns. The 
acceptance of this predicate would have been a denial of their Scriptural 
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L. and W." confines itself to what Scripture offers it, and rejects every human 
addition, every plus of reason. It does not want human thoughts (even if they are 
true) to be placed in one and the same class with divine ones. Therefore "L. and W." 
has not seen its task in bringing the teachings of Scripture into harmony with the 
fleeting ideas of the time, the arbitrary systems of philosophy, the daring hypotheses 
of science, and the crooked and limited world-view of the "modern" or any other 
man. According to "L. u. W." it is not Scripture and theology that are to be adapted 
to the views of men, but these are to be judged according to Scripture. The divine, 
eternal, unchangeable thoughts of theology are not to give way to the vain, transient 
views of men. Philosophy and the sciences must be neither superior nor subordinate 
to Scripture, but must always be subordinate to it. "L. u. W." rejects everything that 
is inconsistent with Scripture, no matter what authority is behind it. If the sciences 
are not in harmony with Scripture, harmony can only be established by the sciences 
twisting their strings until it sounds and is right. But never and never, according to L. 
and W., can theology concern itself with adapting its doctrines, which are taken from 
Scripture, to philosophical, scientific, or any other views. 

And as for the rhyming of Scripture teachings in particular, "L. u. W." has not 
concerned itself with establishing a rationally satisfactory connection and coherence 
among the teachings of Scripture. It has rejected all rhyming, not merely because it 
does not want to go beyond Scripture and add human ideas to divine thoughts, nor 
merely because it knows from Scripture that our knowledge is piecemeal and that 
we cannot replace the pieces we lack with our own thinking, but precisely because 
"L. u. W." believes that the teachings of the Scriptures are not coherent. u. W." 
believes that the whole of Scripture is in perfect harmony with one another, and that 
all attempts to create a self-made harmony among its teachings and to introduce it 
into Scripture only destroy the divine harmony of Scripture which really exists. Yes, 
"L. u. W." makes no attempts at rhyme precisely because it is certain a priori that the 
Christian doctrines are in perfect harmony with one another just as they are 
presented in Scripture, even if we do not always feel this. All attempts to rhyme the 
teachings of Scripture with reason are, at bottom, only slander of Scripture, denial 
of its actual divine harmony. As if Scripture were an out-of-tune piano, whose strings 
must first be brought into harmony with one another! As if, for example, one had to 
turn and screw the passages about the election of grace in order to bring them into 
harmony with John 3:16. The whole Bible is a divine symphony, in which every note, 
every chord, and every chord is in harmony, 
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every measure increases the harmony of the whole. And when rhyming theologians 
soften and correct certain passages that appear to them to be hardships, they only 
document that they are botchers and not true theologians of Scripture. They remind 
us of the dilettantes who want to improve our old hymns and melodies and the 
symphonies of Haydn and Beethoven by declaring the apparent hardships 
deliberately set by the great masters to be disturbing disharmonies that need to be 
eliminated. Thus even theologians who are bent on imposing their idea of harmony 
on Scripture (and this is the case wherever clear passages of Scripture are tampered 
with in the interest of rhyme) may well destroy the really existing harmony of Scripture 
and turn it into a vain disharmony, but they never improve it. "L.u.W." knows from 
church history that the very desire to rhyme was the beginning of almost all heresies. 
He who screws with a clear passage of Scripture in the interest of harmony lays the 
foundation of false doctrine. All the teachings of Scripture are set by God. Therefore 
"L. u. W." believes that just where these doctrines do not seem to be true, there is 
vain divine harmony. "L. & W." has therefore no need to establish harmony among 
the teachings of Scripture. It believes, for example, that the passage Eph. 1, as it 
reads, is perfectly in harmony with Joh. 3,16. It therefore does not twist this clear 
passage until it gives a tone that is foreign to it and thus becomes a discordant tone 
or a mere octave of Joh. 3,16. "L. u. W." does not turn the strings of Scripture, but 
strikes them as God has tuned them. She does not ask God to give her the spirit of 
rhyme, but to open her ear and heart to the truth and harmony of every doctrine 
attested in Scripture. And when she comes upon passages which carnal reason finds 
discordant, she criticizes not the Scriptures, but the wrong sense of the human heart, 
and beseeches God not to tune the Scriptures to her heart, but to tune her heart to 
divine truth. This determination not to allow any clear word of Scripture to be taken 
away or falsified, even by all kinds of attempts at rhyme, has always been an 
important trait in the character of this magazine. 

By its firm position on the Holy Scriptures, "L. u. W." has also been preserved 
from all kinds of heresies to which modern theologians and journals have fallen prey. 
By their denial of the inspiration and inerrancy of Scripture, these had created a large 
hole for reason, through which it could smuggle the old heresies, mixed with new 
hypotheses, into theology. In almost every chapter of theology the scientific 
theologians place themselves under the antithesis with new or reheated old heresies. 
This is true not only of all kinds of heresies on the periphery, but also of the main 
doctrines of Christianity. Step by step, the scientific 
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Theologians sank until they arrived at Ritschl and Harnack, whose Christianity is 
nothing more than a drunken egg. This last consequence of scientific theology is 
lamented and fought against by the conservatives as well, and they wash their hands 
of it as if they were not to blame for this total ruin of theology; but in vain. They do 
fight some of the symptoms of liberal theology, but the root they leave standing. At 
the same time, with the inspiration and infallibility of Scripture, they have given up 
the weapon which is always, but also alone, victorious, so that they stand helpless 
before the wolves without sheep's clothing. Yes, they themselves have prepared this 
fall of theology and paved the way for the Satanic apostles. The complete denial of 
Christianity in Ritschl, Harnack, Weinel, Baumgarten and the "Christian World" is not 
a leap in modern theology. The liberals have only gone a few steps further along the 
path of their "conservative" predecessors. They have only taken seriously the 
propositions which their "believing" predecessors laid down in schools and writings. 
Yes, of the so-called "believing" theologians many are far closer to Harnack than is 
usually supposed. The points of contact of Ritschl's theology are found not only in 
Schleiermacher, but also in Kahnis, Hofmann, Thomasius, and other positive 
theologians. These theologians have not merely erred in secondary doctrines, but 
in the central doctrines of Christianity. They not only pierced the hands and feet of 
Christianity, but also stabbed it in the heart. Kahnis destroyed the Trinity with his 
doctrine of One Superior God and Two Sub-Gods. Thomasius, with his doctrine of 
kenosis, consequently gave away the deity of Christ. And Hofmann, with his denial 
of the Substitution, destroyed the Atonement. These theologians were the teachers 
of the liberals. From their propositions it was no longer a leap to Ritschl and Harnack. 
The same is true of the dogma-formation theory of the Positives, from which it is 
likewise only quite a few steps to the further education of religion among the Liberals. 
From the critique of the positives (as now advocated, for example, by Volk in 
Rostock), which denies the verbal inspiration and inerrancy of Scripture, the path 
likewise leads in a straight line to Wellnausen and Delitzsch, who hold that the whole 
Bible, according to form and content, originated naturally. And when at last the 
liberals of the "Christian World" declare: Science teaches that all events in the world 
show a necessary connection of cause and effect, that there is nowhere a 
breakthrough of the laws of nature and an immediate divine intervention in the 
course of the world, that rather all phenomena are subject to the law of gradual 
natural evolution, and according to this science the Bible with its miracle reports is 
to be judged, - then they have again only taken seriously the proposition of the 
positives: The Bible is to be interpreted according to science. Yes, liberal theology 
with its 
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The complete denial of Christianity lies germ-like decided in sentences, which have 
been set up by the "believing" theologians and praised as quite special 
achievements. 

The modern theologians and magazines have fallen into great errors because 
they have rejected the principle of Scripture. It is true that "L. u. W." has not remained 
free of all kinds of defects and infirmities. It has admitted this itself and has also 
publicly corrected itself where necessary. "L. u. W." claims neither perfection nor 
infallibility, as it has repeatedly been accused of. But by God's grace and thanks to 
its position on the Holy Scriptures, "L. u. W." has preserved itself unsullied by 
heresies. Admittedly, it has also been accused of heresy, but only by those who did 
not know "L. and W." themselves, or who distorted it, or who did not take Scripture 
and symbol very seriously, or who did not know how to distinguish between error 
and falsehood. "L. u. W." is aware of the fact that it has presented the truthful divine 
truth. Today she enters her fiftieth year, and there is no doctrine which she could 
revoke, none which she does not intend to teach in the future. In the past, "L. u. W." 
has fought many a hot battle against all kinds of dangerous errors which were spread 
in the last century, especially by Lutheran theologians in Germany and America. But 
today it is not in a position to declare that it regrets any of these doctrinal battles as 
an aberration from the truth. Should any of the old struggles be forced upon her 
anew, she will unhesitatingly espouse the same good cause, now as in the past, in 
the future as in the past. And in her teaching and fighting, "L. u. W." has not lost 
herself in minor side issues. It has stood up for every doctrine of Scripture. It has not 
declared any doctrine of Scripture to be outlawed and an open question. But neither 
has it lost itself in the periphery, away from the center of Christianity. On the contrary, 
"L. u. W." has always approached every theological question and every struggle from 
the center of Christianity. And undaunted, it has driven in particular the fundamental 
Christian truths. "L. & W." has not ridden any hobby-horses, as her opponents 
maintain; but she has cultivated and pursued the "favorite doctrine" of Holy Scripture, 
the doctrine of justification, without ceasing and with special "predilection. She never 
tired of emphasizing the essence of Christianity: Christ, who was given up for our 
sins and raised again for our justification. How could she do otherwise, since she 
was guided in all her teachings solely by the Scriptures, in which Christ and his 
righteousness are Alpha and Omega? Yes, freedom from all kinds of false doctrines 
and human theories and at the same time constant emphasis on the fundamental 
Christian truths, that is also an important trait in the character of "L. u. W.". 
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The same is true of the position that "L. u. W." takes on indifferentism and 
unionism, which in our time is rolling over all of Christendom like a great tidal wave. 
In the German national churches, Lutherans cultivate church fellowship not only with 
reformers and un-reformers, but even with open scoffers and deniers of the divinity 
of Christ and of all Christianity, who are also not merely tolerated as members of the 
congregations, but are employed at the universities as teachers of the future pastors 
of the congregations, as court preachers and consistorial counsellors, and 
preachers in the churches. And in the sectarian communities of free America, where 
the state imposes neither teachers nor congregation members on the church, the 
same abomination prevails in holy places. The most abominable false teachers and 
despisers of Christianity are tolerated by the sects in their congregations, in their 
seminaries, in their editorial rooms, in their pulpits. Everett Haie, the leader of the 
Unitarians, is publicly admitted to the Lord's Supper by the Episcopalians. 
Methodists and Presbyterians lead Reform Jews into their pulpits and take 
instruction from Rabbi Wise at their conferences. Congregationalists plan church 
unity with the Unitarians. And by many church papers and theologians this is not 
merely tolerated, but justified, nay, praised as truly Christian love and broad- 
mindedness. The Lutheran General Synod defends altar and pulpit fellowship with 
all possible sects as a Christian right and duty. And the General Council is also 
devoted to unionism. Indifferentist toleration of false doctrine is the most outstanding 
trait in the character of most church communities together with their journals, 
theologians, preachers and congregation members. The unions which have come 
into existence in recent years (as far as we have followed them) all bear the 


character of unionism. They have been carried out according to the rule: "We agree 


to differ" and: "Doctrine is irrelevant to church fellowship and unity." And so it is, if 
the doctrines of the Church are, as is now asserted, nothing more than human 
opinions and products. If the doctrines of the Church are not divine truths which no 
man can shake without offending the divine majesty itself, if they are nothing but 
human theories, then, however, no Church has the right to claim general validity and 
sole authority for its special views. If the doctrines of the church are human 
hypotheses, then no one has the right to demand that they be accepted by everyone. 
Then each church, as is now almost universally the case, may indeed give 
preference to its doctrines, but to other communities it must concede the same right. 
Then it may be asserted with the unrighteous: each and none is right; each - from 
his point of view; none - from the point of view of another. The theology which denies 
the divine inspiration of Scripture leads noth-. 
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The same is true of indifferentism, and indifferentism leads just as logically to 
unionism. 

"L. u. W." bears a different stamp. Its position in relation to the Holy Scriptures 
has preserved it from indifferentism and unionism. Also in this piece "L. u. W." has 
not let itself be carried away by the train of time. It has swum against the current. It 
has fought all and every indifferentism and unionism unflinchingly and relentlessly. 
She taught: "All the teachings of the Holy Scriptures are divine teachings. Every 
Christian, every preacher, and every church is bound to accept these teachings. No 
church and no Christian has the right to divulge even one of these teachings, or to 
spread false teachings. Every church must also require every changed one to reject 
with it all false doctrines, and to believe, teach, and confess the right doctrines. 
Churches that write false doctrines on their banner thereby forfeit the right of 
existence before God. Every Christian has a duty to cast out false-believing churches 
and join a right-believing church. Church fellowship with false believers is contrary 
to God's clear command and is, by its very nature, denial of truth and hypocrisy 
(pretending to agree while disagreeing). Even any pretense of slackening a jot of the 
truth is to be scrupulously avoided. - Yes, almost in every issue "L. u. W." has, to the 
annoyance of many Lutherans, raised its voice against unionism, which declares 
doctrinal differences to be indifferent and covers up inner disunity by outward unity. 
Admittedly, she also stood up with great earnestness for ecclesiastical union and 
fellowship, but only on the basis of true unity in spirit. The greatest good in the world 
is the divine truth, which it is not willing to sacrifice at any price, not even for the sake 
of outward peace. 

A distinctive trait in the character of "L. u. W." is finally also this, that she has 
stood up for her teachings with joyful certainty. Here again it differs from the scientific 
theologians and their organs. When the latter expound their new theories, it is true, 
they use proud and presumptuous language, and speak contemptuously of 
ecclesiastical theology. But their whole attitude betrays the fact that they walk on 
eggshells and have nowhere solid ground under their feet. Whoever reads them 
carefully soon notices that they themselves are not sure of their cause, let alone that 
they could make others sure. In front of their guild mates, they themselves speak of 
their theories as provisional experiments. And they probably hint at once that in 
future editions their doctrinal picture will bear other features. Even Harnack, who so 
proudly charges against Scripture, and of whom one would think that he had reached 
the "solid" ground of Radicalism, holds out the prospect of a theology which will also 
clean up with his doctrines, as still much too tame. From the basic 
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In view of the scientific theologians' view of the constant development of doctrine 
and religion, it necessarily follows that their theories cannot be imperishable truths 
for them, but only temporary views, not real goals of knowledge, but only provisional 
positions and mere points of passage. Modern theologians recite dreams, and they 
also know that they are dreams. And all the rhetorical and dialectical arts are not 
sufficient to remove this certainty from themselves and from others. 

It is different from "L. and W." It bears the character of certainty of truth. In her 
teaching she betrays no uncertainty, insecurity, or despondency. "L. and W." does 
not belong to the theological doubters. She believes that the words of the Holy 
Scriptures are really the words of God. In the teachings which she has taken from 
these words she therefore does not see any human "attempts" for which she would 
have to ask for apology and indulgence, but certain divine truths which everyone is 
obliged to accept. To her, scriptural doctrines are not human hypotheses, for which 
modesty and humility everywhere, even in the natural sphere of knowledge, are 
proper, but eternal, unchangeable truths, which remain when heaven and earth 
pass away. Behind them stands no human thought or opinion, but the authority of 
the great God Himself. Without blaspheming the Most High, therefore, even "L. u. 
W." cannot clothe these doctrines problematically and hypothetically, but always 
only assertorically and apodictically. It cannot present these doctrines of Scripture 
as something uncertain and questionable, but only as absolutely certain divine truth. 
As to these doctrines, "L. and W." cannot say, "In my opinion it may well be so,” but, 
"It is so, it must be so, because God says so in his word." When God pronounces a 
judgment, it cannot be merely true, but then it is true, then it must be true and certain, 
because God cannot err. When God has spoken, then not only all criticism, but also 
all skepticism, shall be silenced, and all the world shall say, "This is certain truth, for 
the word of the Lord is true, and as he speaks, so it is, yea, so it comes to pass." At 
this assertoric and apodictic character the opponents of "L. u. W." have often been 
vexed, and have imputed the same to it as intolerable haughtiness. And from the 
sceptical standpoint that the doctrines of theology are human opinions and 
productions, they cannot help it. Opinions and views need not be pressed 
assertorically. But when it comes to Christian doctrines, doubt is no virtue, no 
humility and modesty, but vain presumption against God and criticism of his holy 
word. He who can brand Christian certainty of truth as intolerable arrogance only 
betrays that his thinking and judgment flow not from Scripture but from the flesh. 
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"L. u. W." is, as already stated, well aware of its weaknesses, shortcomings 
and infirmities. It also does not consider Dr. Walther, its founder, to be infallible, as 
its opponents repeatedly insinuate. Even "L.u.W." with all its theologians is exposed 
to error. Just as every Christian can deviate from the Word of God and thus fall away 
from the truth, so also this magazine is not safe from apostasy. As, for example, the 
Lutheran Standard has fallen, so also "L. u. W." may fall. And if it does not, it is not to 
its credit, but to God's great mercy. Only very exceptionally foolish people can 
accuse "L. u. W." and their theologians of thinking themselves infallible. No, it is not 
for themselves and their theologians that "L. and W." claim infallibility, but it is for 
God and the teachings of His Word. And when "L. u. W." presents these doctrines 
of the clear word of God, she does not present questionable views, but infallibly 
certain truths. These doctrines, taken from the clear words of Scripture, which "L. & 
W." presents, and expressly wishes to present alone, are precisely not the mental 
products or conclusions of the theologians, which are spoken of in "L. & W.," not 
human fruits of thought, which would have come into being by men drawing the 
subjective or objective facts of salvation through their minds, and abstracting and 
deducing these doctrines from them. That is what modern theologians want. And if 
this were really so, if the Christian doctrines had come into being and had only come 
into being through human ratiocination and hypothesis, they would also share the 
uncertainty of everything human. Then one would have to apply to the Christian 
doctrines the word: "Errare humanum est," and modesty and doubt with respect to them 
would be a theological adornment. But this is not the case. The doctrines which "L. 
u. W." has presented are not thoughts devised by men, but truths set forth in the 
clear words of Scripture by God Himself. But doctrines set forth and clearly spoken 
by God Himself are certain, divinely certain. When a theologian has received into 
himself a clear word of Scripture concerning God and his nature, concerning the 
person and work of Christ, concerning baptism or the Lord's Supper, he is in 
possession of an infallible truth. And when a theological journal presents such a truth, 
taken from the ipsissimis verbis of Scripture, it does not present a fallacious human 
opinion, but a doctrine of which it can and ought to say, "This is certain, divine truth, 
which God wills every man to receive." And to those who take offence at this, and 
demand that she should not speak so categorically and assertorily, but 
problematically, let her declare, "| cannot help it. | cannot possibly question God's 
clear word and present it as something doubtful, but always as something absolutely 
certain." The "modesty" which her sceptical opponents demand, "L. u. W." cannot 
afford; she considers it a grave sin against the first commandment, indeed, 
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for vain pride and rebellion against the great God Himself. As for the teachings that 
she has taken from the clear words of Scripture, "L. u. W." has no confession to 
make even today. She does not say the Lord's Prayer in reference to them. She 
does not ask God not to impute to her the teachings which she has led. To do so 
would be to accuse God himself, even to mock God, who has commanded these 
very teachings to be preached. And whoever gives himself up to the hope that "L. 
u. W." will make such a confession in the future, shall be disappointed with God's 
help. As long as God's Word stands, so long will the doctrines of holy theology not 
sink to human opinions, which change with people and times and circumstances, 
and so long does "L. u. W." intend, by God's grace, to hold fast to the position it has 
hitherto taken and to the doctrines it has advocated. 

"L. u. W." does not live thoughtlessly into the day. She checks herself again 
and again whether her course is the right one. And this all the more seriously and 
often, the more fiercely her opponents attack her and pass her by in the opposite 
direction. But every examination of her own position, as well as that of her 
opponents, made in accordance with God's Word, has only strengthened her in the 
certainty that the course she has taken is the one prescribed for her by the compass 
of the divine Word itself, and that all who hold a different course are following a 
falsehood. Not for progress and science, not for new doctrines and theories, not 
even for other principles and tenets, but that God, according to his great grace and 
mercy, may also in the future keep her firm in the principles and tenets and teachings 
which have hitherto been characteristic of her position, and may always lend 
strength and victory to her testimony to the same, this is what "L. u. W." asks for, 
certain at the same time that her readers will also implore the same for her from the 
heart of the God of all grace and truth. F. B. 


Use and abuse of the analogy of faith. 


(Conclusion.) 

The doctrine that eternal election comes about "in view of persevering faith" is 
not a doctrine of Scripture. In all places where Scripture speaks of the relationship 
between the temporal faith of God's children and their eternal election, it refers to 
faith as a fruit and consequence of their eternal election. Chemnitz briefly 
summarizes the teaching of Scripture on this point when he says in his "Enchiridion" 
1): "So also the election of God does not follow according to our faith and 
righteousness, but comes beforehand as a cause. 


1) S. 109. 
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of which everything." Chemnitz refers for this doctrine to Rom. 8, into which passage 
later theologians have introduced "the view of persevering faith". 

The doctrine that eternal election takes place in view of persevering faith is not 
a doctrine of the Lutheran Confession either. The Lutheran Confession, too, allows 
the faith which the elect have in time to be a consequence and effect of their eternal 
election, when it says, among other things, that the eternal election of God is "of 
God's gracious will and good pleasure in Christ Jesus, a cause which creates, works, 
helps, and promotes our salvation and all that belongs to it. 13, 48: "And as many as 
were ordained unto eternal life believed." 1) No synodal decision can make the 
doctrine of election "in view of persevering faith" a Lutheran doctrine. The Lutheran 
Confession does not have this doctrine. Also the xxxxxxxxxxxx, Rom. 8, 29..., 
the Lutheran Confession does not understand it of a "foreknowledge of persevering 
faith" that precedes election, but places it among the expressions that describe 
eternal election itself: "Paul saith Rom. 8, Whom God hath provided, chosen, and 
ordained, them hath he also called." 2) 

But it is true that soon after the Concordia formula, Lutheran theologians began 
to present an election "in view of persevering faith" first alongside the teaching of the 
Concordia formula and later almost exclusively. The historical facts concerning the 
intuitu fidei theory were presented in "Lehre und Wehre" 1881, p. 97 ff. On re- 
examination we do not find that there is anything to be changed in this exposition. 

But now we want to examine the doctrine of election "in view of persevering 
faith" for its relation to the analogy of faith. How does this doctrine agree with the 
analogy or rule of faith? 

Our Confession defines the rule of faith as "clear Scripture. Thus it says in the 
Apology: "Those of understanding and learning know well that all examples" (such 
as the example of the Rechabites) "should be interpreted or introduced according to 
the rule, that is, according to clear Scripture, and not contrary to the rule or Scripture." 
In the Latin text, "Exempla juxta regulam, hoc est, juxta scripturas certas et claras, non 
contra regulam seu contra scripturas interpretari convenit." Analogy or rule of faith and 


clear Scripture, scripturae certae et clarae, are to the 
Confession Alternate Terms. The rule of faith is not something apart from and beside 
Scripture, but clear Scripture itself. If one 


1) Concordia formula, Art. XI. Miller, p. 705. 706. 
2) Miller, p. 709, § 27. 3) Miller, p. 284. 
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If you gather or compile what the Scriptures clearly say about the Christian doctrines, 
you have the rule of faith. We have a brief rule of faith in the Apostolic Symbolum. A 
somewhat more detailed rule of faith we have in Luther's Small Catechism. But if we 
now ask further, Where is the Scripture clear in regard to the individual Christian 
doctrines, the answer is, In those places where the Scripture deals expressly with 
these doctrines. The doctrine of justification is to be taken from the passages of 
Scripture which deal with justification, that is, from passages such as Rom. 3 and 4, 
where Scripture says that we are justified before God by faith without works of the 
law. The doctrine of justification is not to be taken from 1 Peter 4:8 ("Love covereth 
the multitude of sins"), where it is not justification but sanctification or good works 
that is spoken of. The doctrine of the Lord's Supper is to be taken from the passages 
of Scripture which deal with the Lord's Supper, not from John 6, where the Lord 
Christ does not speak of the Lord's Supper at all, but inculcates faith in Himself as 
the incarnate Son of God, who died for the sins of the world. He who wants to take 
the individual Christian doctrines from passages of Scripture which do not deal with 
these doctrines, does not take these doctrines from Scripture, but from his own 
thoughts; he only seems to hold fast the principle of Scripture, in reality he has left 
the principle of Scripture. Therefore the old Lutheran theologians say, in one form or 
another, that if a correct compilation of the articles of Christian doctrine is to be 
arrived at from Scripture, one must take the individual doctrines from the passages 
and judge from the passages which expressly deal with these doctrines. Thus, for 
example, Quenstedt, after reminding us that the holy Scriptures alone are the 
principle of knowledge for the articles of faith, says: "Here, however, it is to be noted 
that every article of faith has its own peculiar seat in the holy Scriptures, belonging 
to it, from which it must also be judged. From these seats of doctrine, therefore, the 
articles of faith are rightly judged and expounded, because they are here expressly 
treated. By neglecting this, the Papists and Calvinists get into the greatest difficulties 
and gravest errors, e. g. the former, in that they want to expound the article of 
justification from the second chapter of the Epistle of James; the latter, in that they 
want to take the judgment on the Lord's Supper from John 6." 1) Judged by this, the 
doctrine stands, that the eternal 


1) Systema I, 349: "Ubi observandum, quemlibet articulum fidei in S. 
Scriptura habere propriam suam et nativam sedem, ex qua etiam debet judicari.... 
Ex his ergo sedibus recte judicantur et explicantur articuli fidei, utpote in quibus 
ex professo tractantur. Quod cum negligaut Papistae et Calviuistae, in maximas 
difficultates et gravissimos errores incidunt, v. g., illi, dum articulum de 
justificatione ex capite 2. Jacobi explicatum volunt, hi, dum de Coena Domini ex 
Joh. 6. cap. judicium sumunt." 
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The theory that God chose "in view of the persevering faith" of the elect is 
inconsistent with the rule or analogy of faith. According to the theory that God chose 
in view of persevering faith, the faith, and that is to say the persevering faith, of the 
elect comes before their election, while all the passages of Scripture which deal with 
election, and specifically describe the relation of the temporal faith of the elect to 
their election, clearly teach that faith, like the whole Christian state of the elect, is a 
consequence and effect of their eternal election, as has already been stated. For the 
doctrine that election was made in view of persevering faith, not only is the clara 
Scriptura lacking, but it is contra claram Scripturam. 

Let us examine the relation of the intuitu fidei theory to the analogy of faith from 
another side. The articles of faith are also interrelated. They are not an incoherent 
aggregate of doctrines, but they are grouped around the doctrine of justification, that 
is, the doctrine that man is justified and saved by grace through faith in Christ 
crucified, not by his own works. The doctrine that we are saved by grace through 
faith is the center of Christian doctrine, or, as has been expressed, "the red thread" 
that runs through all Christian teaching. This coherence of Christian doctrine is not 
devised by theologians, but revealed in sacred Scripture. The apostle Paul, on the 
one hand, says that he preached all the doctrines revealed by God, Apost. 20:27: "I 
have not behaved unto you, that | have not preached all the counsel of God." On the 
other hand, he asserts that he preached but One doctrine, 1 Cor. 2:2: "| thought not 
that | knew any thing among you, save JEsum Christ crucified." The statements do 
not contradict each other, but are both to be held in their wording. The apostle 
preached all doctrines s o that Christ crucified, or the doctrine of justification, 
remained the aim and center of all teaching. It is well known how tremendously 
Luther speaks of the central position of the article of justification. On the one hand, 
Luther does not want to give away a single word of Scripture, a doctrine or the least 
part of it. He says: "Whoever is so bold that he may deny or punish God with a lie in 
one word, and does this wantonly against and above that which he has been 
admonished or instructed once or twice, may also (certainly does) deny and punish 
God with a lie in all fine words. Therefore it is called, round and pure, whole and all 
things believed, or nothing believed. The Holy Spirit cannot be separated nor divided, 
that he should teach or make believe one thing true, and another thing false." 1) On 
the other hand, Luther says of the article, that from 


1) St. L. ed. XX, 1781. 
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Therefore it all depends and hangs on this article of Christ; he who has it has 
everything, and Christians must fight and contend for it to the utmost, so that they 
may keep it, for which reason Christ and the apostles do not insist on it everywhere 
without cause.. for in this all depends and stands, and drags the others all with it, 
and all is to be done for this one, that he who errs in the others certainly does not 
have this one right either, and though he holds the others, and does not have this 
one, yet it is all in vain. Whether one keeps the words of faith and of Christ, as they 
have remained in the papacy, yet there is no ground of any article in the heart, and 
what more remains there is vain foam and uncertain persuasiones or conceit, or a 
painted, colored faith." 1) Yes, Luther says: "If the article of justification is lost, the 
whole Christian doctrine is lost with it; . . . for from this doctrine and in this doctrine 
the church arises and exists." 2) So powerfully does Luther hold that the doctrine 
of grace is the center of Christian doctrine, to which all else serves and with which 
all else is intimately connected. For this reason he also calls the doctrine that we 
are justified and saved by grace through faith "faith", with which all interpretations 
of Scripture must agree. He writes on Rom. 12, 6. ("If any man have prophecy, let it 
be like faith"): "This then is his (the apostle's) opinion: that they who have grace to 
interpret Scripture should see that they interpret in such a way that it rhymes with 
faith, and teach not contrary to, nor otherwise than faith holds, just as he 1 Cor. 3, 
The foundation is laid, and let no man lay any other foundation: but let every man 
take heed how he buildeth thereon, that he buildeth not straw and hay and timber 
thereon: for these rhyme not with such a foundation, but with gold, and silver, and 
precious stones. Hereby is all doctrine and interpretation of the scriptures utterly 
rejected, which lead us on our works, and make false Christians and worksaints 
under the name of faith. For that which teaches us to put away sin, and to be saved, 
or to be godly, and to have a good conscience before God, otherwise than by faith 
alone, without all works, is immediately no more like faith, and does not correlate 
with it, as there are also all monastic lives, and the appearance of the poltergeist, of 
purgatory, and the like." 3) Let us now examine the theory that God chose "in view 
of persevering faith." That this theory is contrary to the analogy of faith, if by analogy, 
or rule of faith, we mean 


1) A.I.O. VIII, 627 ff. 

2) Amisso articulo justificationis amissa est simul tota doctrina Christiana. ... Ex illa 
enim et in illa sola doctrina fit et consistit ecclesia, (Comm. in ep. S. Pauli ad Gal. Cur. 
Irmischer I, 20 sq.). 

3) Erl. ed. 8, 23. 
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With our confession we understand "scripturae certae et clarae," which deal with the 
individual doctrines, we have already explained. The election "in view of the 
persevering faith" is not a scriptural truth, but a human thought. How, then, does this 
idea of man relate to the central truth of the Christian religion, the doctrine that we 
are saved by grace through faith, and not by our goodness? 

Every human idea introduced into theology has the tendency to damage the 
whole of doctrine and especially the Central Article. Every human thought is a foreign 
body in the body of Christian doctrine. Christian doctrine consists entirely of divine 
thoughts. "If any man speak, let him speak it as the word of God," admonishes Peter 
(1 Pet. 4:11), and Jeremiah: "How do straw and wheat purify themselves together?" 
(Jer. 23:28.) A man's thought no more belongs in the body of man than a splinter or 
bullet belongs in the body of man. But it can happen that foreign bodies that have 
penetrated the human body remain relatively harmless. The damage is localized. 
The foreign bodies are "calcified", as the medical term goes, and do not cause further 
inflammation. This can also happen when human thoughts enter the body of 
Christian doctrine. They may remain relatively harmless, not causing an 
inflammation of the whole, but being "calcified." This may be the case, and has been 
the case, with the man-thought of election "in respect of persevering faith," when it 
is thereby held that the faith foreseen is in solidum, an effect and gift of God's grace, 
and all co-operation of man in bringing forth the faith is excluded. It is true that this 
is not in the sense of the theory. The theory of imputation in the doctrine of eternal 
election was invented in order to gain a causa discriminis in man, which explains to 
human understanding why some are chosen before others. But a faith wrought 
merely by God's grace explains nothing. A rationalistic attempt is made to reach a 
certain goal. But one stops half way. In order to gain a cause of difference in man, 
one ought to teach that a man, in difference from others, contributes to the origin 
and preservation of faith. But this is not done, because existing Christian knowledge 
rebels against it. They let faith remain a gift of God's grace. Thus, although they are 
afflicted with the human idea of the intuitu fidei theory, the doctrine of grace and the 
article of justification remain with them. The scriptural doctrine of election simply falls 
away with them. But the matter is different as soon as the doctrine of election "in 
view of persevering faith" has a synergistic foundation, that is, when the coming 
about of faith is not left to the grace of God alone. 
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Ascribes the conversion of certain men to circumstances. But this synergistic basis 
is there when the conversion of certain men is ascribed to circumstances, or 
explained by the fact that, compared with others, they have done something, e. g., 
have used "offered powers of grace" for conversion, or for "self-decision," etc., or 
that, compared with others, they have refrained from doing something, e. g., the 
courageous resistance. Whether this be called a "merit," a "cause," etc., or not, in 
this case man always decisively brings about his conversion himself. The Pelagian- 
synergistic thought is only somewhat differently turned, if one gives the "different 
conduct" against grace as the reason or "explanatory cause" why some become 
believers before others. For as long as this "different conduct" is thought of as 
something, a better conduct is thought of in those who become believers, and this 
better conduct is decisively ascribed to the coming about of conversion. Thus one 
denies what the Concordia formula so definitely affirms, that those who are 
converted are "in the same debt" with those who are lost, and that they also "behave 
evil." Thus it is denied that a man becomes a believer by grace for Christ's sake, 
and remains in the faith. Faith and the preservation of faith are made a partial work 
of man, and with such a doctrine of the origin and preservation of faith, the doctrine 
of election "in view of faith" is a direct denial of the doctrine of grace and the article 
of justification. 

Thus it is, when the doctrine of election "in respect of persevering faith" is 
examined by the analogy of faith. How mistaken, therefore, are those who invoke 
even the analogy of faith for this doctrine. The truth is this: this doctrine is contrary 
to the analogy of faith, because it is contrary to the passages of Scripture which 
expressly deal with election. If, however, this doctrine is given a Pelagian-synergistic 
foundation, as is usually the case, it is also in contradiction with the central article of 
Christian doctrine, with the doctrine of justification, with the gospel of the grace of 
God in Christ, with the one general way of salvation, which is a pure way of grace 
and not a way of merit. 

We conclude with a few sentences about the analogy of faith. 

1. By analogy or rule of faith we understand with our confession the "clear 
Scripture" itself. 
2. "Clear Scripture" in relation to the articles of the Christian faith we have 


in those passages of Scripture which deal expressly with the individual doctrines, that 
is, in the so-called sedes doctrinae. 

3. A correct compilation or summa of Christian doctrine can therefore only 
be obtained by taking the individual doctrines from the sedes doctrinae and evaluating 
them. 
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4. Any doctrine that is not taken from the passages of Scripture that 
specifically deal with that doctrine is not a doctrine of Scripture, but a thought of 
man. 

5. In the procedure whereby one merely takes the individual Christian 
doctrines from the passages of Scripture which deal with these doctrines, there is 
never any contradiction between the individual doctrines or parts of the analogy of 
faith, because Scripture in all its words is God's Word, which cannot contradict itself. 

6. As for the connection of the individual doctrines with one another, this is 
not to be constructed by the theologians, setting them apart from Scripture, but is 
likewise to be taken from Scripture, in so far as it is revealed there. 

7. The holy Scriptures reveal that the article of justification, that is, the 
doctrine that we are justified and saved by grace through faith without works, is the 
scopus and brief content of all Scripture. Apost. 10:43: "Of this (Christ) all the 
prophets testify, that through his name all who believe in him should receive 
remission of sins." Apost. 20, 27. compare with 1 Cor. 2, 2. Joh. 5, 39. 

8. Every interpretation of Scripture which violates the artikel of justification 
is false, and on closer examination proves to be not an interpretation but a 
perversion of the words of Scripture. 

9. Although the article of justification is the central article of Christian 
doctrine, the other articles of faith are not to be construed from the article of 
justification, but are to be taken only from the passages of Scripture which deal with 
the individual doctrines. 

10. There is not a single passage of Scripture which must first be made to 
agree with other passages of Scripture by human interpretation, since Scripture is 
free from all contradiction without any rebuke on the part of theologians. The rightly 
used analogy of faith is not a guard for Scripture, but for the interpreters, who are 
inclined to insert their own thoughts into obscure passages, and sometimes also into 
clear passages of Scripture. 

11. The doctrine that eternal election is a cause of faith, and of the whole 
Christian state of the elect, is in harmony with the analogy of faith, because it is 
"clear Scripture," and does not injure, but confirms the article, that we are saved by 
grace through faith, without works. 

12. The doctrine that election was made in view of the persevering faith of 
the elect is contrary to the analogy of faith, because it not only has no "clear 
Scripture" for itself, but also contradicts the "clear Scripture". On synergistic 
submission, it is also a direct denial of the central article of the Christian religion, 
that we are saved by grace through faith, without works. F. P. 
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A year ago an article appeared in the "Church Magazine" of the lowa Synod, 
entitled: "Does Missouri hold to the Word of God in all things, as Luther once did?" 
This question was answered in the negative, of course. We say, of course. For an 
affirmative answer to this question would be a condemnation of the position of the 
lowa Synod. And such a condemnation would hardly be to be looked for in the 
Jowaschen "Kirchliche Zeitschrift." The author of this article, however, does not 
belong to the lowa Synod, but to the New York Ministry. His name is C. Blecher, and 
he is pastor at Middletown, Conn. However, by the printing and circulation of this 
article, the lowa Synod has acknowledged before God and man what Bro. Blecher 
has written, and God and man will hold the lowa Synod responsible for it. This article 
was prompted by alleged slanderous attacks by Missouri on all non-Missouri 
Lutheran Synods in this country, and the chief target of the same is the paper edited 
by Rev. Zorn, "Conversion and Election of Grace. First Part: Conversion." Of this 
writing Blecher says in the introduction to his article, "We discuss the doctrine of 
conversion by the hand of this latest Missouri writing, examining the six sections of 
this writing against God's Word and Luther's explanation of Scripture 1) since, after 
all, Father Zorn wants to explain the doctrine from Scripture." And of the alleged 
slanderous attacks of Missouri, he says: "We owe it to our church members and to 
ourselves to meet the attacks of Missouri with the weapons of righteousness." 

P. Blecher now begins his article, as follows: "What, according to Scripture, is 
to be understood by conversion To this question Zorn (pp. 3. 6. 8) gives the following 
answer: ‘In short, that a sinner should become a believer in JEsum Christum, that is 
conversion.' (And on page 5 it says: 'To repent’ is 'to be converted,’ and 'to be 
converted’ is 'to repent.') The answer which Zorn gives is quite misleading, indeed 
false." Why, we ask, is "the answer which Zorn gives thoroughly misleading, even 
false"? Fr. Zorn has corroborated his assertion with a whole series of Bible verses 
which deal very clearly and distinctly and ex professo with the doctrine of conversion, 
and call it just what Fr. Zorn calls it in his writing. One would expect Fr. Blecher to 
respond to these Bible verses and to try to prove that Fr. Zorn misinterprets them. 
For he has said in the introduction: "We discuss the doctrine of conversion on the 
basis of this latest Missourian scripture. 


1) Underlined by Blecher. 
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examine six passages of this Scripture against God's Word and Luther's explanation 
of Scripture 1), since Father Zorn wants to explain the doctrine ‘from Scripture’ 1)." 
But what does Father Blecher do? He passes over all these biblical passages with 
silence and seeks to prove from the Concordia formula that Father Zorn's 
explanation does not agree with the Lutheran Confessions. To prove his assertion 
he brings a passage from the Formula of Concord which says - how to treat the 
doctrine of justification and how not to treat it! (Sol. Decl. Ill, § 24. 25. See 
superscription! Muller, p. 615.) Do you see the "weapons of righteousness," dear 
reader? 

Now the reproach which he has to make to Father Zorn is summed up by 
Father Blecher in these words: "Zorn deals only with the consummation of 
conversion by faith, but not with the beginning of conversion or with repentance. And 
yet it is exceedingly important for a Scriptural exposition of the doctrine of 
conversion, that both should be represented, namely, how conversion is begun, and 
how it is consummated." ("K. Z." 26, p. 259.) This charge is founded on falsehood. 
For, first, Father Zorn begins his treatise on the doctrine of conversion by preaching 
the law, preaching repentance, repentance in the sense in which Blecher would 
prefer the word to be used, namely, in the sense of contritio or repentance. Father 
Zorn begins his treatise with these words: "All men are conceived and born in sins, 
are transgressors of the divine law, are sinners. No man can boast with truth before 
God and say: 'l have kept thy law, | am righteous.’ Ps. 51, 7. Rom. 3, 23. All men 
are therefore under the curse of the law, are accursed. Not salvation, but death and 
condemnation have been obtained by every man's works. Gal. 3, 10. Rom. 6, 23." 
And then Zorn goes on to speak of Christ's atoning death and the salvation 
graciously obtained thereby, and of the word of grace, the gospel, in which God 
offers us this salvation. He then continues, "Whosoever therefore shall incline his 
ears and his heart unto this word of grace, whosoever shall turn from his sin, which 
brought him death and condemnation, unto the reconciled and graciously calling 
God, ... he hath a gracious God, he hath forgiveness of sins." Do these words really 
contain nothing of the "beginning of conversion," of "repentance"? On the other 
hand, Father Zorn says, as Blecher himself reports, "To be converted’ is 'to repent." 
But that, according to Missouri's teaching, there can be no repentance without 
contrition, Blecher could and should have known, even if Father Zorn had not poked 
him in the nose with the very first words of his writing, which Blecher, after all, 
combats. - But when Father Zorn says: Conversion is "that a sinner becomes a 
believer in Jesus Christ," then 


2) Underlined by Blecher himself. 
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He does not mean to say that the doctrine of conversion is exhausted, or that 
conversion can be without repentance, but he means to say that conversion consists 
in its very essence, in what it "takes place" or comes about. And this definition of 
conversion agrees perfectly with what Scripture says about it, e. g., in all the 
passages which Father Blecher has passed over. Yes, the definition, "Conversion is 
a sinner believing in Jesus Christ," is taken directly from these passages, e. g., from 
Acts 11:21. 11:21: "And a great number believed, and turned unto the Lord 
(tiotedoac Intpeye). Why, then, should "the answer, which Fr. Zorn. 

be "quite misleading, even false"? Does the Holy Spirit also speak "quite 
misleadingly, even falsely" of conversion? 

Also the explanation: "to convert’ is 'to repent” is absolutely in accordance 
with Scripture, since this is not only doctrine, but also the way of speaking of 
Scripture. Cf. Apost. 26, 20, where it is said: Paul preached to the Gentiles, "that 
they should repent, and turn unto God, and do righteous works of repentance." Here 
the expressions "repent" and "turn" are completely synonymous. If we were to say 
that they are not synonymous, but denote two different things, we should either have 
to say that the first expression, "repent," denotes the new, and the second 
expression, "be converted," denotes faith-and thus Blecher would be refuted, who 
asserts that the statement: "Conversion is that a sinner becomes a believer in Jesus 
Christ," is false-or one would have to say that the first expression, "repent," denotes 
repentance, and the second, "be converted," embraces both repentance and faith- 
and then it would be inconsistent that in the following part of the saying it is said, 
"and do righteous works of repentance." It ought rather to be said, "and do righteous 
works of conversion;" for righteous works do not flow from repentance, either wholly 
or mainly, but actually flow from faith. Why, then, does Father Blecher assert, "The 
answer which Zorn gives is quite misleading, nay, false"? It is this latter definition: 
conversion is "repentance" that clearly indicates that no man can be converted who 
is without repentance. 

But Blecher is up to something. What Blecher does not like is this, that Fr. Zorn 
puts both definitions next to each other: Conversion is "repenting" and conversion is 
"becoming a believer." If Zorn had merely said: to convert is "to repent," Blecher 
would hardly have objected. For he expressly says: "However, the word 'repentance' 
is frequently used by Scripture and by our confessional writings in a ‘broad sense’ 
for 'conversion." So against this definition, in and of itself at least, Fr. Blecher would 
probably have no objection. But why not? Apparently because, in his opinion, 
"repentance" can be divided into two parts: the first part, the first essential part: 
repentance ("beginning 
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The second and essential part, complementing the first, is faith ("the consummation 
of conversion"). So repentance in itself, even if faith is not added, is a kind of half- 
conversion, a real "beginning of conversion. The divine law, Blecher thinks, already 
works a half-conversion, for it "draws man away from sin." ("K. Z.," p. 31.) And in this 
opinion Luther must confirm Father Blecher. "Luther teaches on Luc. 7, 36-50: 
‘Behold, this is the beginning) of right repentance’ (namely, repentance in the 
broader sense, or conversion), 'that first the heart is terrified at God's wrath on 
account of its sins, and desires with all its heart to be rid of them, and begins 1) to 
desist from them.' But with this repentance is not complete," 1) etc. ("K. Z." 26, p. 
259.) Here, thinks the writer of the article in the Jowaschen "Kirchliche Zeitschrift," 
Luther lets the man, who has merely repentance, not yet faith, begin to depart from 
sin. But anyone who knows Luther to some extent knows that Luther does not teach 
this and does not want to say this in this passage, but Luther wants to say with the 
words in question that repentance, to which faith is added, is revealed in such a way 
that the person refrains from sin. Of course. Otherwise, what kind of repentance 
would it be if a person did not want to remit sin? But the remission of sin is not by 
repentance, by virtue of repentance, but the remission of sin is by virtue of faith. As 
long as aman is not in faith, he cannot remit sin, either in whole or in part, no matter 
how much repentance he may have. The unbelieving, but repentant man may, of 
course, refrain outwardly from this or that manifestation of sin, from this or that 
outward sin, e. g. swearing, drinking, etc. But he will never refrain from sin, either 
wholly or in part, no matter how much he may repent. But he will never cease from 
sin; he will only fall deeper and deeper into sin. We see this clearly in Judas. He 
"repented" that he had betrayed Jesus, and in such repentance he did two things: 1. 
he threw the thirty pieces of silver into the temple, 2. he took himself away, went and 
hanged himself. - This is also the teaching of Luther. Luther writes in his 
interpretation of the Epistle to the Galatians on Cap. 3, 19: "For if by the law man's 
sin, death, God's wrath and judgment, hell, etc., are revealed to him, it is impossible 
that he should not grow impatient, murmur, and affront God and His will. For he 
cannot bear God's judgment, death, and damnation, and yet he cannot escape. So 
he inevitably falls into hatred and blasphemy against God. At first, out of temptation, 
he was a great saint, honoring and praising God, bowing his knees and giving 
thanks, like the Pharisee Luc. 18. But now, after his sin and death are revealed to 
him, he wants there to be no God. Thus the law works the greatest hatred against 
God. 


1) Underlined by Blecher. 
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And this does not only mean that sin is revealed and known through the law, but 
also that through such a revelation sin is increased, inflated, fanned, made greater. 
Therefore Paul says Rom. 7, 13: 'Sin, that it might appear sin, as it is sin, it wrought 
death for me by good, that sin might become exceeding sinful by the 
commandment." (Erl. Ausg. Comment. Il, p. 69.) And on page 80 Luther writes: " 
‘But the law came in beside, that sin might become more powerful?’ Thus the law 
was alight and a sun, and sent rays into the hearts of the children of Israel, by which 
it terrified them, and inspired in them such wrath against God, and fear of him, that 
they turned away from the law and its author, which is the gravest sin." (Op. cit.) 
Thus Luther teaches of the law. Luther does not teach that repentance wrought by 
the law-even without faith being added-is half a conversion, or even a beginning of 
it, or somehow a remittance from sin, but on the contrary, that the law drives men 
deeper and deeper into sin. Luther also experienced this truth in himself. (Cf. the 
second and third stanza of his hymn: "Now rejoice, dear Christians.") 

But Blecher in all seriousness wants to make a half-conversion out of mere 
repentance, with which no faith is connected, nay, even more than that. He says that 
conversion "takes place on three steps," which ersuch calls "the three rungs of the 
ladder of heaven." And there, to him, repentance-Blecher calls it "the atonement" 
throughout-which is still without faith, is the second stage of conversion, the second 
rung of the ladder of heaven. Blecher writes: "Accordingly, conversion takes place 
in the following way, namely, in the following three stages: First stage. God calls a 
man through the divine preaching, and through such calling gives him the power to 
hear and consider God's Word with diligence and earnestness, as we stated above 
from 'Handbichlein,' p. 113. For "the word by which we are called is a ministry of the 
Spirit, 2 Cor. 3, and a power of God, Rom. 1". ("Manual," p. 110.) If man now 
practices and uses God's word, after such power has been imparted to him through 
the calling, God works in him the second stage, namely, repentance, and God works 
this through the preaching of the law. As soon as God gives him the power to repent 
through the preaching of the law, he can repent out of the power given him. But, as 
we have seen, man can also wrap the pound, the gift, in a sudarium, bury it, and 
despise it. Now if man uses the gift of repentance, God works in him the third stage, 
namely, faith, and God works faith through the preaching of the grace of God in 
Christ Jesus. If a man also use this gift, God maintaineth and increaseth such gift 
unto him." ("K. Z." 27, p. 53 f.) 1) 


1) Blecher himself has underlined what is blocked. 
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Let us look at this explanation a little more closely. At the first stage of conversion, 
then, man is "called" by God, and through this call he is given the power to hear and 
consider God's word with diligence and earnestness. And man, standing on this stage 
of conversion, can now use or despise, not use, this power given him. He has as yet 
no remorse, and still less faith. But he stands on the "first step" of conversion, on the 
"first rung of the ladder of heaven"! Strange. Before, Blecher said that repentance 
was the beginning of conversion. But according to what has just been said, man is 
on the "first rung" of conversion before he has repented, that is, before conversion 
has taken its "beginning." So this "first rung of this ladder of heaven" comes before 
the "beginning." 

Now, if the man who is on this "first stage of conversion," that is, the man who 
is still before the "beginning" of conversion, behaves rightly, namely, considers God's 
Word with diligence and earnestness, then God works in him "the second stage" of 
conversion, "namely, repentance," or contrition, then God "draws him up to the 
second rung of the ladder of heaven." What does this mean, "God worketh 
repentance in him"? Does it mean that God fills a man's heart with terror and sorrow 
because of his sin, as he did with Paul and with the three thousand at the first 
Christian Pentecost, Acts 2:37? 2, 37.? O no. "God works repentance in man," that 
is - according to Blecher -: God gives man " the power to repent" through the 
preaching of the law. This power man (still unconverted) can "use or despise," "wrap 
in the sweat-cloth, bury." If he "uses" it, then by such use his repentance comes to 
pass. (Surely this is the meaning of this speech of Blech's.) And God then "draws him 
up to the third step," "to the third rung of this ladder of heaven." Does he not use it, 
namely, the power to repent - what then? Well, then he has stood on the "second 
step of conversion," on the "second rung of the ladder of heaven" (= "repentance"), 
without having "used and exercised" "the gift of repentance"! Something more absurd 
has not yet come to the writer of these lines. 

It is clear that Blecher allows himself to be spoken of in this way: Conversion 
is "doing penance," penance taken in a "broad sense," because in his opinion 
penance can be divided into three stages. And he does not allow himself to be spoken 
of in this way: Conversion is "becoming a believer"; for there the three stages cannot 
be accommodated. Why does Blecher care so much about these stages? Well, on 
these stages a man can act, behave rightly, and use God's gift, even before his 
conversion has been accomplished by faith. Blecher clearly teaches synergism. He 
allows God to give man merely "the power to repent," that is, to repent. Man can "use" 
this "power" and repent. "Man can, as soon as 
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God gives him power to repent through the preaching of the law, out of such power 
given to him repent." And when man "uses this power," "God works in him the third 
stage, faith." And even "the power to repent" God gives only to him who, in the so- 
called first stage, uses the power rightly, to consider God's Word with diligence and 
earnestness. "Only he who has, and practices and uses what he has received, is 
given. Only when a man exercises and uses the gift given him by calling, does God 
1) draw him on up to the second rung of the ladder of heaven; and only when a man 
exercises and uses the gift of repentance on the second rung of conversion, does 
God 1) draw him up to the last rung, and work faith in him." (p. 34.) You see Blecher 
teaches a very clumsy synergism, yet has the forehead to say, "From ... what has 
been said is clear: first, that all that belongs to conversion and its real beginning and 
consummation is the gift and effect of the Holy Spirit alone, and that man cannot by 
his own power produce any stage of conversion, nor can he in any way cooperate 
in producing the next stage, but God, and God alone, works the first, the second, 
and the third stages of conversion." "We opponents of Missouri teach no cooperation 
whatever." (!) This doctrine "is equally remote from synergism as from Calvinism." 
(S. 34.) 

What a blossom, by the way, is the idea of "practicing and using" the gift of 
repentance! Repentance, in the sense of contrition, is a suffering, a being filled with 
terror and horror! Apost. 2, 37. Cf. Schmalkaldic Articles, P. Ill, Art. Ill: "Of 
Repentance," § 2: "This" (the law) "is now the thunderbolt of God, that he may smite 
both manifest sinners and false saints in one heap, and let none be right, driving 2) 
them all into terror 2) and despondency. 2) This is the hammer (as Hieremiah 


speaks): My word is a hammer that breaketh the rocks. This is not activa’ ) contritio, 


a made repentance, but passiva’ ) contritio, the right heartache, suffering 2) and 
feeling of death." Luther also gives a fine description of repentance or contrition in 
his exposition of the Epistle to the Galatians (Erl. Ausg. 2, p. 64): "Which (law) then 
stands in its right office and usage, when it thus accuses (man) and shows him his 
sin: Behold, thou hast transgressed all God's commandments, etc., and thus terrifies 
his conscience" (literally: thus strikes terror into his conscience!), "that it truly feels 
that God is offended and angry, but that it itself is guilty of eternal death. Then the 
heart feels the unbearable burden of the law and is crushed to the point of despair, 
so that it desires death from excessive fear or desires to kill itself. Therefore the law 
is ahammer, fire, wind, and that 


1) Underlined by Blecher. 2) Underlined by us. 
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great violent tempest, which breaketh the rocks, and overturneth the mountains, that 
is, the hardened and hopeless hypocrites. Not being able to bear these terrors of the 
law, which are signified by those things, Elias covered his head with the mantle." - 
But perhaps Father Blecher will instruct us here, and say, You Missourians do not 
understand Luther. When Luther says, "Therefore the law is a hammer, fire, wind, 
and that great, violent tempest, which breaketh in pieces the rocks, and turneth back 
the mountains," it means that the rocks and mountains "exercise and use the power 
and gift" of being broken in pieces and turned back, which gift, of course, they can 
also "despise, wrap in sweatcloth, bury." And when God says, "Is not my word like 
a hammer that breaketh in pieces rocks?" it means that my word gives to the rocks 
"the power and gift" of being broken in pieces. Now, if they "exercise and use this 
power and gift," they will be shattered. J. A. R. 
(Conclusion follows.) 


Ecclesiastical contemporary history. 


|. America. 


The Chicago Pre-Conference. The Pre-Committee appointed by the Free Conference at 
Milwaukee met at Chicago, December 29 and 30. In the "Lutheran Church Gazette" of 
Columbus, Prof. Stellhorn reports, as follows: "Present from the Synodical Conference were 
Professors Dr. F. Pieper and Dr. G. St6éckhardt of St. Louis, and Professors Dr. A. Hénecke and 
A. Pieper of Wauwatosa, Wis. from the lowa Synod, Dr. F. Richter and Prof. M. Fritschel; from 
the Norwegian Synod, Pros. Dr. H. G. Stub; from our Ohio Synod, Rev. Dr. H. A. Allwardt, Prof. 
Dr. H. Ernst, and the undersigned. P. F. Wischan, of the Pensylvania Synod, had sent in a letter 
of apology. Also absent was Director F. Beer of the Michigan Synod. Four sessions were held. 
The members of the Ohio Synod proposed that the theses on the analogy of faith, discussed 
and adopted in 1877 by the Northern District of the Missouri Synod, in the presence of the then 
General Presiding Officer of that Synod, Prof. C. F. W. Walthers, should form the basis of the 
proceedings, and at the same time declared that they might well adopt these theses, as they 
read and were discussed in the extensive proceedings, as an expression of their position. This 
proposal was accepted. But only the first two theses came up for formal discussion and adoption, 
and even with them it was evident that the members of the Synodal Conference did not take 
them in the same sense as the members of the lowa and Ohio Synods. The two theses are thus: 
Thesis |: The word analogy is of Greek origin and means similarity or concordance. It was applied 
to the doctrine of the articles of faith to indicate that they all stand in a harmonious relationship, 
both among themselves and with a view to the attainment of their ultimate purpose, the glory of 
God and the salvation of men. - Thesis Il: The analogy of faith is understood to mean the 
following 
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Summa of all the doctrines that the holy writers express with clear, unmistakable words in the 
holy scriptures in such places that shine like bright suns, and that everyone can easily 
understand. Rom. 12, 6. 2 Tim. 1, 13. 2 Pet. 1, 19. Ps. 119, 105. 19, 8. 9. 2 Cor. 4, 3. 4.'- The 
reader will find the remaining 6 theses of that Missouri Synodal Report printed in the article 
opening this year's January number of our 'Theologische Zeitblatter': "What did Missouri 
formerly understand by the analogy of faith? The discussion this time, too, extended over pretty 
much all the points in dispute between Missouri and ourselves, namely also over the concept of 
willful reluctance and the significance of the same in conversion. Again it became apparent that 
Missouri does not recognize any real difference between natural and wanton reluctance: 
Reluctance. It was decided that each side should set down in writing where, in its opinion, there 
was agreement on the theses discussed and where there was disagreement, and that this 
should be sent to the chairman of the preliminary committee, Prof. Dr. Hdnecke, so that he could 
first communicate it to the other side and then present it to the free conference to be held in 
Detroit during Easter week. Unfortunately, this meeting did not bring the two parties any closer 
to each other in the matter itself, although the often very lively negotiations were conducted in 
a decent and polite manner. It may, however, be of use that the differences, at least in part, 
have become more apparent; for a clear recognition of the real point in dispute is an 
indispensable condition of an honest and lasting conclusion of peace." The "Church Journal" of 
the lowa Synod adds: "The members of the Pre-Conference from the Synods of Ohio and lowa 
agreed to submit a bill together, as it had become evident in the negotiations that they were of 
one mind on the questions in dispute, and were on common ground. They entrusted Dr. 
Stellhorn with the preparation of the bill." The "Lutheran Herald" of January 9 writes indifferently 
with reference to the Chicago meeting, "Other bodies are also urged to send representatives. 
But to what purpose? It is, after all, only a question of the doctrine of election by grace, and 
especially of the controversy between Missouri and Ohio, which, after all, has not touched other 
synods (the Norwegian one excepted)." In the next number of the same paper, January 16, Dr. 
Nicum thus concludes an account of the Chicago Conference: "Accordingly, the Detroit 
Conference promises to be the most important of those yet held. The subjects to be discussed 
are certainly more carefully prepared than in Watertown or Milwaukee, and it seems that more 
attention will be paid to the subjects at hand. It is therefore to be regretted that the conference 
to be held between representatives of the General Council, the General Synod, and the United 
Synod of the South, is appointed for the same week (April 5-7), and at Pittsburg, Pa. We 
therefore addressed the Chairman, Dr. Jacobs, inquiring whether it could not be made possible 
to hold the Conference in Pittsburg at another time, as certainly some pastors, especially of the 
Ohio Synod, would like to attend the Pittsburg, and some pastors of the Conciliar and General 
Synods would like to attend the Intersynodal Conference in Detroit. Dr. Jacobs wrote that the 
matter had been maturely considered, but that no other time could be found which would suit 
most of those concerned as well as the week after Easter." -On the merits, we note two other 
things. (1) If Ohio is serious about the second of the above two theses, and counts the clear 


passages of the election of grace among the doctrines which form the analogia fidei, and thus 


does not treat them as obscure passages which must be "interpreted" according to others, there 
should be no special difficulty in finding unanimous agreement between the two. 
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to become. The sentence of the Ohio "Church Newspaper": "It was again shown that Missouri 
does not recognize any real difference between natural and wanton reluctance" means that 
converting grace is only successful when man also does his part, i.e. when he puts down the 
"wanton reluctance": The sentence of Ohio's "Church Newspaper": "It again showed that 
Missouri recognizes no real difference between natural and wanton reluctance" means that the 
converting grace is only successful if man also does his part, i.e. if he puts down the "wanton 
reluctance". Now, Ohio may think the omission of this reluctance so slight, it remains a factor, 
without which conversion does not take place. And in the question why, of two men who hear 
God's word, one is converted before the other, this very factor is decisive. To be sure, the papers 
of the Ohio Synod have repeatedly emphasized that they do not regard the failure to resist 
willfully as a "cause." In the "Theologische Zeitblatter" of last year it says on p. 263: "Then we 
must most earnestly reject it that we Ohioans speak of the conduct of man in general, and in 
particular of the omission of so-called, 'willful' resistance as the cause of conversion, faith and 
election. How we speak of it has been repeatedly explained, and again above. Not even a cause 
do we call it, much less the cause." But in this the Ohioans indulge in a delusion. A conduct of 
man, on which the success of converting grace depends in such a way that without the same it 
never occurs, but with the same it always occurs, is justly called a cause. And in the question of 
the cause why the one is converted before the other, from the Ohio standpoint, this very conduct 
must be called the only cause. We are reminded of the theory of the omission of willful 


resistance, "You press the button, and we do the rest." When the rocks in New York Harbor 
were blown up, a little girl pushed a button and the dynamite developed its explosive power. This 
pushing of the button, however, seems like something minor compared to the power of the 
dynamite. But whoever wants to state how it came to the blasting of the rocks must not disregard 
this factor either. Yes, in the question why at one place the rocks crumble, while at another place 
this effect does not occur, although the same dynamite is there, one must point to this weak 
pressure of the button as the only cause. Missouri believes that in conversion even the pressing 
down of the reluctance is an effect of the Holy Spirit. And this agrees with the Concordia formula, 
"Item, one is hardened, blinded, given into perverse mind, another, both in like guilt, is again 


converted." (Muller, p. 716, 57). In the doctrine of conversion we know nothing to do with a you- 


press-the-button theory. F.B. 
Position of the lowa Synod on the General Convention. The "Lutheran Church 
Newspaper" of Columbus writes on January 2: "Lutheran pulpits and altars for Lutheran pastors. 
This principle, which the General Convention also adopted years ago, has been grossly violated 
the other day by some of the pastors of the Pittsburg Synod. The Lutheran Herald of December 
5 writes: "On the 15th of November the new Holy Trinity Church at Irwin, Pa. (P. S. K. 
Herbster), was dedicated. The dedicatory sermon was preached by Dr. Geissinger, President of 


the Pittsburg Synod. In the afternoon addresses were delivered by Paxton, of the United 


Presbyterian Church, and W. G. Fast, of the Methodist Church. How does this agree with the 
doctrinal position of the Concil? We felt that the Lutheran confession was stronger in the 
Pittsburg Synod since!’ The 'Church Gazette' of the lowa Synod, which, as is well known, has 
again for some time taken an exceedingly friendly attitude towards the Concil, remarks on this: 
‘Nothing can more spoil our enjoyment of the development of the General Convention than such 
a unionistic practice not only with the 
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General Synod and the United Synod of the South, which do not recognize Lutheran principles 
concerning Lutheran altars and pulpits, but even with other denominations. Surely the 
recognition of sound Lutheran principles, as accomplished by the General Council, ought to 
prevail everywhere in practice, and also to make impossible the guest preaching in the pulpits 
of other denominations, as again occurred on the occasion of the General Council meeting at 
Norristown." How do these words of the lowaschen "Kirchenblatt" agree with the praise which 
Prof. Prohl gave to the Concil in Norristown: "We rejoice that our Church has in the General 
Concil a faithful guardian and nurturer of her best traditions and duties. Great things have already 
been accomplished for the healthy expansion of our Church; on its trajectory lies the future of 


our Church. It is the best repraesentatio nominis Lutherani; as conservative as it is progressive, 
as bound as it is free, it combines with fidelity to God's Word and the confessions of our Church 
an open eye and understanding s for the tasks of the present, it seeks to preserve and increase 
the rich heritage of the Reformation, avoiding the false extremes to the right and to the left." 
These words of Prof. Préhl obviously do not agree with the judgment of the lowaschen 
"Kirchenblatt". Now, however, the "Lutheran Church Gazette" of Reading, in its number of 
January 16, writes: "The lowa Synod, which took a waiting position toward the General 
Convention, but did not associate itself with it, has now come nearer to it. For fifteen years the 
connection had been broken off, Pros. Dr. Sig. Fritschel was present at the Concil in 1888 as 
the last representative of the lowa Synod. Now in October, 1903, at Norristown, Pa. appeared 
Prof. W. Préhl as a delegate and brought the greetings of the lowa Synod. He was welcomed 
and given the right to participate in the debates. He delivered an inspiring speech. We attach 
ecclesiastical significance to this utterance of the delegate of the lowa Synod." - How does the 
lowa Synod view the General Convention? F.B. 
Unionism and false teaching of the Sabbath in the General Council. The "Lutheran 
Church Gazette" of Reading writes in its number of December 19: "On the second Sunday of 
Advent the Philadelphia Sabbath Association’ held its annual festival in the English Lutheran 
Church (Rev. C. L. Fry) in Philadelphia. The festival addresses were delivered by eminent 
Sabbath saints. The principal speakers were the well-known John Wanamaker (Presbyterian) 
and the Methodist preacher, Rev. Dr. Mutchler.... It is pastors of our own synod who are pushing 
un-Lutheran doctrine, and to this our superiors are silent. Do they know? Certainly they know it. 
It was in all the newspapers: first the invitation and then the long reports. What do our professors 
say? They are silent. ... But why do many pastors practice a false, puritanical Sabbath doctrine? 
Because they have not learned any better. If the students in our institutions were taught the 
correct doctrine of Luther concerning Sunday and the sanctification of the holiday, they could 
not then, as pastors in their Lutheran congregations, give themselves up to the fanatical activities 
of the sects. But so they go hand in hand with Puritans, invite them into their churches, and have 
a false Sabbath doctrine recited to the Lutheran church members." According to the 


aforementioned "church paper," Wanamaker said, "Our fathers came over here and suffered 
privation and fought back the Indians in order to keep Sunday holy, and we, their 
descendants, must accept Sunday as an inheritance, to be preserved against the opinions of 
immigrants who, in their native countries, knew little observance of this day. We're glad to 
see any immigrant, except an Anarchist; but they must learn that this is a country of the 
Lord's Day, the Bible, and the Church.” F.B. 
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Denial of Verbal Inspiration in General Synod and General Council. Some months ago 
it was pointed out by Dr. Remensnyder in the World, and by Dr. Jacobs in the Church Review, that 
the time had now come for the Church to exhibit a theory of inspiration. The World wrote, among 
other things: "All eyes in America are turned to the Lutheran church for leadership in this vital 
battle for the defense of the Scriptures, and a true, defensible, and workable theory of their 
inspiration. ... Let now Drs. Jacobs, Ort, and Sing- master call together the heads of our 
Lutheran theological seminaries, and let them give us a definite expression of the Lutheran 


view of inspiration." To this "Lehre und Wehre" (p. 307) wrote: "We remark on this: 1. the church 
has no profession to expound reasonable theories of inspiration, but to profess all that Scripture 
teaches of inspiration2. Scripture clearly teaches that every word of Holy Scripture is inspired by 
the Holy Spirit, and therefore inerrant truth, and to this the Lutheran symbols already profess, 


though not in a special article." These two sentences are now quoted by the World of November 
19, and it remarks: "This strikes us as a case of orthodoxy overdone. The writer fails to cite 
passages in proof of the amazing statement that the Scriptures themselves teach that ‘every 
word' contained in them is inspired by the Holy Ghost. We submit that an assertion so 
sweeping should have been backed by definite and unambiguous quotations." The doctrine 
that the words of Scripture are inspired by the Holy Ghost, and therefore infallibly true, is thus 
rejected by the World as an "amazing statement." In so doing, however, it does not merely reject 
a "Lutheran theory of inspiration," but the clear Word of God itself. 2 Tim. 3, 16. the apostle writes: 
Tdoa ypaon bedavevotoc. Which, and that 1460 pag? (all the words of which the writings of the 
holy men of God consisted), is inspired, and not, for instance, merely the thoughts, or the persons 
of the holy writers. And Joh. 10, 35. saith Christ: Kal m dvoatar Av& jvai i ypagi) Christ cites from 
Ps. 82, 6. the words: X&01 ote, and declares that this is infallible truth. Why? Because, in general, 


Scripture, ) the written word of Scripture, cannot be broken.-The same denial of the Lutheran 
doctrine of inspiration confronts us also in the General Council. In the introduction to the paper 


"Biblical Criticism," 1) Dr. Jacobs also shakes the Lutheran doctrine of inspiration, when, for 
instance, he writes: "If the verbal theory of inspiration mean that every word and letter are 
inspired, so that the writer was purely passive and performed a merely mechanical office, as 


‘the pen of the Holy Ghost,’ this, we hold, is an assumption for which we have no warrant." (p. 
XXVIII.) According to his remarks, Jacobs does not believe that all the words of sacred Scripture 
(doa pag) are inspired, nor even that Scripture is free from error in all its partsDr. Jacobs 


argues thus: If the Scriptures are literally inspired by the Holy Spirit, it follows "that the writer was 


purely passive and performed a merely mechanical office." But the latter is unacceptable, so 
also the former. - This is the argument, as superficial as it is endlessly repeated, of the modern 
scientific theologians of Germany, whom Dr. Jacobs seeks to emulate in other respects also. But 
"Lehre und Wehre" has repeatedly proved that what now also Dr. Jacobs follows from the verbal 
inspiration 

1) "Biblical Criticism," by J. A. W. Haas, D. D. General Council Publication House, 1622 Arch Street, 
Philadelphia. Price, $1.50. In this writing the inspirational idea recedes. It is written from the point of view which 
we have criticized in Dr. Jacobs. As far as thoroughness and scholarship are concerned, it appears with 
considerably more appearance than reality. 
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The teaching of inspiration, too, has yet to be unanimously accepted in the American Lutheran 
Church. - Concerning the doctrine of inspiration, too, unanimity has yet to be reached in the 
American Lutheran Church. F. B. 

“The Lutheran Herald," published by the Lutheran Ministry of the State of New York, 
teaches what the editorial board of the same paper rejects. In the January 9 issue, Fr. v. Bosse, 
in an article on the Mosaic account of creation, claims: "God did not need 12 hours to utter the 
word: Nor did he need to hurry, for his are the eternities. The days of creation, therefore, do not 
signify days of 24-hour duration, but rather, in accordance with sacred Scripture, periods of 
creation. But when it is said after each day of creation, There was evening, and there was 
morning, the first day, the second day, etc., then evening and morning mean a recurring 
alternation of a destruction and an emergence of a new, more perfect form. Evening, therefore, 
means the breaking in each time of a power of darkness and death into the kingdom of peace, 
light, and life, and it is still the way of the Evil One, Satan, to destroy the formations of God. 
Professor Mutz's remark is therefore correct: "In Hebrew the words evening and morning are 


hereb and boker, which words, however, mean evening and morning, but also mixture, confusion 
and order and arrangement, and the destruction of whole creations, of which the layers of the 
earth's crust irrefutably testify, and the appearance of new forms and creations, is likewise 
correct. Why else nights? Could not God, with whom there is no change, nor alternation of light 
and darkness, accomplish Creation in uninterrupted light? If we now conceive of the days of 
creation as divine and not as human, we certainly do this not for the sake of our opponents, but 
because the holy Scriptures themselves prompt us to do so; the second point which is brought 
forward against the Mosaic account of creation thus also becomes invalid." On this point the 
editorial staff of the "Lutheran Herald" remarks: "The editorial staff by no means assumes 
responsibility for all the details of the articles sent to it for the Herald. Where the author's full 
name is given, he bears full responsibility for what he has written. Here, for example, we do not 
go with him." - Doctrines which a paper does not itself regard as Scriptural, it cannot in good 
conscience disseminate. F.B. 

The Congregatioualists and the Unitarians. In almost every number the 
Congregationalist knows how to praise something good about the Unitarians. In his number of 
December 5 he praises the true liberality of the Unitarians, who declared at their conference in 


Mississippi: "The same freedom of judgment must be allowed to conservative as to progressive 
methods, and men who hold conservative religious views must be regarded as intelligently 
sincere." This was great progress on the part of the Unitarians, that they no longer regarded the 
"conservatives" and orthodox as hypocrites and ignoramuses. But equally great is the progress 
on the other side: "On the orthodox side the number increases of those who believe that many 
Unitarians really have communion with God." This mutual understanding is conducive to the 


coming of the Kingdom of God. The Congregationalist does not see that he thereby declares the 
coming of the kingdom of God and of Christianity to be superfluous. If a Unitarian who denies 
the deity of Christ and the atonement can have fellowship with God, then the religion of reason 
is sufficient. But according to Scripture we have access to God through Christ alone, who alone 
is the way, the truth, and the life. F. B. 
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ll. Abroad. 


The first meeting of the German Protestant Church Committee took place under the 
chairmanship of the High Court Preacher and Vice-President of the State Consistory, Dr. 
Ackermann, on November 10 of last year in Dresden. The Committee decided to address the 
following proclamation to the German Protestant people about its importance and its tasks: "On 
Dr. Martin Luther's birthday, November 10, the newly formed German Protestant Church 
Committee met for its first meeting in Dresden. It urges us, the members of this Committee, at 
this important moment to address a word of fraternal greeting to our fellow believers back and 
forth in the dear German fatherland. For a hundred years German Protestant Christianity has 
lacked an outward bond of its togetherness. After the collapse of the old Empire, in which it still 
had a common representation, each individual national church was left to its own devices. How 
powerfully the urge for unity soon awoke in the German people, and how this ever-growing 
longing found its satisfaction by God's grace in the establishment of the German Empire, is 
recorded in the pages of history. At the same time the Catholic Church united powerfully in 
Germany. The German Protestant Church has also seen great days in the last century. God has 
given her faithful witnesses to the truth, through whose ministry faith in the Gospel has awakened 
to new life. Never before has she been so rich in works of merciful love. Through the pioneering 
work of eminent teachers, the light of theological scholarship has also penetrated the evangelical 
world. But who has not sometimes painfully felt with us that it lacked all outward unity? No wonder 
that thousands have longed with us for many years for a firmer union. Thank God, now at last a 
hopeful beginning has been made. With the approval of the sovereigns and the consent of the 
church governments, the German Protestant Church Committee has been formed from 
representatives of the highest church authorities. What we are striving for is not an ecclesiastical 
reorganization in the manner of a secular empire. We do not want that, and if we wanted it, we 
could not do it. Nor is the kingdom of our Lord of this world. The church of each country should 
live, as before, according to its confession, according to its own character, and according to its 
orders and institutions. But there are common interests - which we want to promote, common 
goods - which we want to preserve, common needs - which we want to ward off. If another 
imperial law is to be artificially passed, which is not without significance for religious and moral 
questions, then it should not only come about under the weighty influence of the other church, 
while the large Protestant majority of the people remains without common representation. We, 
too, will open our mouths at the appropriate moment and in an authoritative position will 
safeguard the interests of the Protestant Church. We love peace and truly do not want to widen 
the gulf that crosses our fatherland in the religious field. But if the honor of our Protestant Church 
is publicly reviled, it shall not depend in the future on uncertain circumstances whether and how 
it will be met-we shall be on the mark to meet it at once. The great world traffic has also brought 
non-German evangelical churches closer to us. But to whom have they hitherto turned when they 
sought fellowship with the Protestant Church of Germany? In the future, we will return every call 
from over there in a friendly manner and do everything possible to tie the bond of fellowship ever 
more firmly with the non-German countries as well. And 
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How many children of our people go out every year from the German homeland into the wide 
world! They shall not be lost to the German language and customs, nor to their church. Our eye 
wants to follow them in love. And since here, too, common cooperation promises more success 
than isolated help, no matter how faithfully meant, we want to meet the emerging ecclesiastical 
emergencies in the German colonies as well as in the non-German Diaspora together, while 
preserving the confessional status as much as possible. And how many other opportunities will 
be found to work for common Protestant interests! The German Protestant Church Committee is 
not a new ecclesiastical supreme authority. What we should and want is solely a service of which 
the German Protestant Church is in urgent need and which at present cannot be rendered by 
any other body. In such service we gladly look to the great man of God whom today once gave 
to our people and around whose noble figure the memory of the Reformation has recently rallied 
Protestant Christianity anew. May something of his spirit be granted to us in our work! And so 
we lift up our eyes to the mountains from which help comes to us, with the heartfelt prayer: ‘Lord, 
help, O Lord, let it prosper!’ May everything be done for the glory of his name, for the good of our 
dear Protestant Church and our dear German fatherland! For this, however, we also need the 
trusting participation and heartfelt intercession of our fellow Protestants. In asking them cordially 
for this, we greet them with the greeting of love and peace. Dresden, November 10, 1903, the 
German Protestant Church Committee." -When this Church Committee says, with reference to 
Luther, "May something of his spirit be granted us in our work," we ask: Is this hypocrisy, or do 
the fourteen doctors and general superintendents who signed this proclamation not know what 
they have asked for in the above words? Had Luther been at the Church Committee in Dresden, 
he would have explained to them, among other things: 1. that the political union of the German 
States and the union of the German Catholics is no reason why Lutherans should unite with 
Reformed and Unrighteous people contrary to the clear word of God; 2. that the vaunted "light of 
the Church" is the only reason why the Church should be united with the Reformed and 
Unrighteous; and 3. that the Church should be united with the Reformed and Unrighteous. 2. that 
the vaunted "light of theological science" is a rationalistic heresy and has led to apostasy from 
the Reformation and its Scriptural principle; 3. that Lutherans have no common ecclesiastical 
interests with the unrighteous and unbelievers, and without denying the truth cannot do the work 
of mission with them. F. B. 

Bodo Voigts, the president of the Landesconsistorium in Hanover, has been 
appointed president of the Prussian Oberkirchenrath in place of Barkhausen, who died towards 
the end of last year. On this the "Old Faith" remarks: "The hopes with which the liberals carried 
themselves have turned to water just like the wishes to see a theologian at the head of the 
Oberkirchenrath, or the others to be allowed to welcome at least a son of the old Prussian 
provinces as the highest representative of the national church. General disappointment is 
therefore the first impression that accompanies the news. The 'Reichsbote' writes: It is strange 
that the Lutheran Hanoverians fear the union of the Prussian Landeskirche, and the latter takes 
the president of its Oberkirchenrath from the Lutheran Church of Hanover! The liberal press, 
however, is in deadly embarrassment. The semi-official announcements it has received force it 
to celebrate Voigts as an ‘excellently trained civil servant’ who 'as an outstanding jurist and expert 
in public law has developed a recognized efficiency in his various public spheres of activity'. And 
yet she cannot deny the fact that 
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It is forgotten that Voigts was the chairman of the disciplinary court which imposed the dismissal 
on the former Weingart in Osnabriick. So she consoles herself in her grief with the consideration 
that Voigts in Hanover had several times resolutely opposed the wolfish activities, and even hints 
at the possibility that he had not spoken in favor of the strictest treatment of Father Weingart at 
the time, but had been outvoted in the decisive meeting completely against his will. The fact is 
that Voigts, speaking ecclesiastically, is somewhat more to the right than the late Barkhausen. 
On the other hand, no one can say how he will develop in the Berlin air. A man who is able to 
lead a Lutheran church today and a Protestant church tomorrow cannot be very deeply grounded 
according to our understanding. But then that circumstance was hardly the deciding factor in his 
election. Voigts is the man of the strong hand, the ideal of a state-church bureaucrat. As such 
he has maintained discipline in Hanover and as such he has obviously also been called to Berlin. 
He will establish order, to use a word circulating in certain circles. That is his issue and he should 
be up to it at any rate. His appointment thus means - also a sign of our overall ecclesiastical 
situation - a tightening of the Prussian state ecclesiastical system, which will be felt above all by 
the clergy. In addition, Voigts, as a native of Hanover, is quite suitable to draw the Hanoverian 
Landeskirche even closer to Prussia. Whether practical measures have already been decided 
here must soon become apparent." Voigts concludes his farewell address from Hanover with the 
words: "God the Lord protect, shield and preserve the Evangelical Lutheran Church of the 
Province of Hanover." And in Berlin the same Voigts assumes the duty of standing up for the 
interests of the Union. How do Voigts' words agree with his actions? And this denial, this 
apostasy,-what an annoyance to the Lutherans in Hanover! Yes, the Prussian government could 
not find a better means to deprive the Lutherans in Hanover of the puny remnant of their Lutheran 
consciousness and to win them over to the Union than by inducing from time to time the heads 
of the Lutheran Church of Hanover (Barkhausen was also a Hanoverian) to apostatize to the 
Union. People like Voigts, who can change their religious confession like their skirt, also allow 
their conscience to be used as the compliant tools of the state for the subjugation of the church. 
Voigts will certainly create order, but not according to God's word, but according to the Prussian 
raison d'état, which at present demands a balancing of the differences in the regional churches 
and light and air in the church, especially for the unbelief of the liberals. - The Consistorial 
President D. Dr. H. Chalybaus in Kiel has been appointed in Voigts' place in Hanover. The "A. 
G." of Dec. 25 comments on this: "Thus the time of concern is over and the Hanoverian church 
is once again faced with clear, orderly conditions. For how long, the future will teach. First of all, 
one can only rejoice that Prussian policy has respected the independence of the Lutheran 
Regional Church of Hanover and has refrained from all drastic measures. It is apparently content 
for the coming years to have an expert in Berlin who will give the final opinion in the decisive 
questions. This secures influence and yet preserves form. The new President was already active 
in Hanover as a legal member of the State Consistory. This softens the fact of his appointment, 
which otherwise would have a desperate resemblance to the well-known 'revirement in the army 
or administration’. Nevertheless, the painful impression remains that here, too, not ecclesiastical, 
but rather state or state bureaucratic considerations were the determining factor. 
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The demand for a theologian to head the Hanoverian church regiment was not met. The demand 
to place a theologian at the head of the Hanoverian church regiment was not fulfilled. Nor was 
the other, very obvious wish to see the reins of the regional church in the hands of a native 
Hanoverian, familiar from his youth with the peculiar circumstances and needs of his closer 
home. The church must be content with a jurist, who, however, does not face entirely strange 
expenses, but who, nevertheless, can show no other reason of justification for his appointment 
than that of the royal resolution. " F. B. 
Organization of the "Friends of the Christian World". Towards the end of last year Dr. 
Rade sent out an invitation to all "friends" of the "Christian World" to unite. The purpose of this, 
of course, is to unite in the demand for equality in the Church. According to Dr. Rade's reports, 
the call has not been without success. Nor is this movement confined to Germany, where the 
organization has already taken place. "In this country, too," writes a correspondent of the "E. K. 
Z." from Norway, "the 'Friends of the Christian World’ are organizing. Their influential leader is 
Christiania's most popular preacher, the well-known P. KlaveneB, who also gave a lecture in 
Lund from the General Lutheran Conference. Although our national church has a very efficient 
church magazine, the "Luthersk Kirketidende", a new church magazine is being planned. From 


the New Year it will appear under the title 'Norsk Kirkeblad', edited by Pastor KlaveneB and cand. 


theol. Bretteville-Jensen. According to its program it wants to gather the different theological 
directions for fraternal and objective negotiations. This aim, ‘understanding of the different 
directions’, means in reality nothing else than to give modern theology equal rights in the church. 
Modern theology is also seeking to gain ground here and is bringing unrest into the 
congregations; above all, it is modern biblical criticism that fills the faithful lay circles with 
concern. At the last church meeting, too, the grave misgivings aroused by modern biblical 
criticism were expressed, and its advocates did not succeed in allaying the misgivings. " F. 
B. 

The freedom which the "Friends of the Christian World" claim for themselves consists 
in the fact that the state is to force the church to let them unrestrainedly unearth their unbelief in 
the church. E. Férster writes in the "Christl. Welt" of January 1: "We are the weaker ones in the 
church. This is not what | mean by saying that our faith, our piety, is inferior to that of those who 
hold to the letter of Scripture and pride themselves on being the most faithful sons of Luther. To 
those who reproach us for half-belief or unbelief, because we do not want to give our reason 
captive to a law of faith, called Scripture or confession, we hold up Paul's word: It is of little 
consequence to me that | should be judged by you, or by any human day; it is the Lord who 
judges us. But we are the weaker ones in the church, because we do not have for ourselves the 
letter of the confessional writings, the power of tradition and ecclesiastical custom, the rule in the 
consistories, the great masses in our congregations and in the synods, the alliance with the 
conservative and privileged powers; we are the weaker ones, because we have no fixed 
formulas, no recognized leadership, and because our lack of Christianity denies us that kind of 
church politics which alone promises external power. We do not deny that between the great 
mass of those who have broken with all faith, and those who see salvation only in adherence to 
authority, we have a relatively 
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Whether it is a valuable one for the whole is a question we cannot decide, but that it bears within 
itself the seeds of fruits that will remain, that is our joyful conviction. Now that we find the weaker, 
that does not give our opponents, if the church wants to be otherwise, the right to oppress us, 
to suspect the honesty of our disposition, to heresy our work, to cut off from our thoughts every 
possibility of trial, and to impose upon us a yoke which we feel to be tyranny. We demand as 
our right to live, to work, to serve in our church according to our convictions, our understanding, 
and according to what love for our brethren commands us. Truly, not only for our sake, but 
because it would be an immeasurable pity if, along with the guardians of tradition, those who 
seek new paths and dig new treasures were not allowed to have an effect, because thereby the 
church itself would condemn itself to torpor and stagnation, and in any case the popular church 
would sink to a private domain of the special pious. But to whom could we address this demand 
other than to the state? We have the high opinion of the State that it must not look on with folded 
arms at the free play of forces, but that as a guardian of the law, not as a Christian or 
confessional, but as a modern cultural State, it is obliged to protect the weaker against 
oppression and to hold its strong hand over the freedom of conscience and conviction. For us it 
is one of the greatest achievements of the last century that we have recognized in the State the 
organization of freedom and may demand this of it as the fulfillment of its very purpose of 
existence. In the field of social life this great task of the State has been recognized by all; there 


we have thoroughly given up the Manchesterthum of laissez faire, laissez aller. For we know 
that the freedom thus offered to hundreds of thousands is nothing other than the freedom to 
starve, to degenerate, and to be crushed. But in the sphere of ecclesiastical life we are still deep 
in Manchesterthum. There we are content if the state grants freedom to the church and freedom 
to the individual to leave and to keep away. As if this, too, did not mean for innumerable people 
only the choice of either sending themselves into ecclesiastical forms which are compulsory for 
their conscience, or of stepping into religious nothingness! Therefore we cannot be satisfied with 
this. Freedom of religion on German soil is never synonymous with freedom of the church; it is 
real only when the individual congregation, the pastor, the professor, every member of the 
church, is protected by inviolable bulwarks against every attack, against every compulsion of 
faith, doctrine, and sentiment. To win adherents and champions to this slogan has been the 
intention of my articles in the previous volume. That is why | have emphasized so strongly that 
the Church is a matter of the people, a matter of the State. After all, its power comes from him - 
how can he stand by indifferently when it is used to deprive a part of the people of their right of 
home in the church? The older liberalism issued the slogan: Freedom of the Church. The 
younger liberalism, deepened by the experience of social struggles and imbued with the ethical 
idea of the State, must lead the struggle - for without struggle there is no forward movement - 
under the banner: protection of freedom in the church!" - According to this, the state would have 
the duty to compel the church to retain its unbelieving professors, and the congregations to 
retain their unbelieving pastors. From this it would further follow that the beadle of the state 
would also have to drive the students to Harnack and Baumgarten in the college, and to Weingart 
in the church. By the liberty which they constantly speak of, the scoffers of the 
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"Christl. World" genuinely papist the right to rape others and impose their unbelief on them. 
FB: 

The 19th Federal Convention of German Baptists met in Berlin, where they have 7 
chapels. The Baptists established themselves in Germany 70 years ago and now number 
200,000 adult members. In more recent times they have carried on their propaganda with 
increased zeal. The state churches accuse them of proselytism: that they penetrate confusingly 
into the congregations and often try to lure the more awakened ones to their side. (This is 
possible for the sects because the state churches have become world churches.)- In Hamburg 
they have a seminary for preachers with 44 students. Their seminarians are not required to have 
a high school education. The publishing firm of the Baptists has its headquarters in Kassel. 
During the last three years, 521,000 copies of the 90 newly published tracts have been printed, 
and 380,785 sold, of which 41, 146 are Spurgeon's tracts. The six periodicals (weekly and 
monthly) have 80,800 readers. They have also sold about 100,000 Bibles and Testaments, and 
nearly 28 million pages of Tracts. These Baptists do missions in India and Cameroon. The Free 
Church was negotiated. The separation of church and state would put an end to religious 
persecution, and the inner strength of Christianity could develop independently. The communion 
movement in the national churches has undoubtedly worked into the hands of the Baptists and 
other sects. But even this is now publicly directed against them. Thus the evangelist P. Keller in 
Leipzig, where he evangelised for two weeks in November and had overwhelmingly full halls, 
exhorted in his final meetings all who had turned again to the Word of God to become faithful 
members of their church. But he urgently warned against the sects and made it the goal of his 
activity to protect the newly won from the sects. But where else can sectarianism lead but to the 
sects? The Baptist "Sendbote" of January 13 wrote of the work of the Baptists and other sects 
in Germany: "And yet it is a fact that these very sects are the salt that keeps Germany from 
complete religious rot. It is chiefly to them that the preservation of true, living Christianity is due." 
This is a great error. In Germany the sects play the part of eagles that gather where there is 
carrion. The secularized congregations in the state churches cannot be helped by the work of 
the sects, but only by a repentant return to the teachings of Luther and the Lutheran confession. 

F.B. 

Unbelief in the Anglican State Church. Some weeks ago the Bishop of Wakefield spoke 
out on "Bible Teaching in the Light of Modern Criticism". He made the following statements: "The 
Bible is not infallible. The individual books (of the Old Testament) were not necessarily written 
by the authors whose names they bear. The time indications contained in the common (English) 
Bible do not give any clues to the real sequence of the events described in it. Many of the 
historical 'books' contain compiled material; some of them include older awards, others are 
written by more than one author, still others are nothing more than summaries of various 
historical and traditional messages. The sentences in the Psalms, so far as they contain 
imprecations, are not fit for public worship" (he would be glad if in the future their omission could 
be obtained). "To require children to blindly believe all that is in the Bible is to sin against their 
intelligence." - To this the "A. E. L. K." remarks: 
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"These are whimsical views of a prince of the church that will cause a justifiable stir." As if there 
were no such "princes of the church" in Germany! FB, 
Liberalism among the Catholics of France. What Harnack and the Bible critics are in 
Germany, Abbé Loisy is in the Catholic Church of France. He has set forth his liberal views in 
the writing, "The Gospel and the Church." In this writing Loisy acknowledges the results of 
modern "historical" criticism. Cardinal Richard, Archbishop of Paris, condemned this writing and 
forbade its distribution. The Congregation of the Index in Rome, however, to which this matter 
was also submitted, has not yet gone so far, probably out of consideration for the numerous 
followers of Abbé Loisy in the French clergy. Cardinal Richard, on the other hand, has recently 
advanced a step further. He has forbidden the seminary students in his diocese to attend the 
lectures of Abbé Loisy at the Sorbonne. At the same time he has ordered the students to hand 
over to their superiors all the writings of the Abbé which are in their possession. - The chairman 
of the Bible Commission appointed by Leo XIll. is said to have passed judgment on the whole 
affair: the great fault of Abbé Loisy was that he had not published his writings in Latin and in only 
several hundred copies. - To lead heresies, - that is an indifferent thing in the eyes of Rome; but 
to bring them among the people and thus directly or indirectly shake the priesthood, - that is 
another thing. F.B. 


"De Servo Arbitrio.” This writing, which Luther himself calls his best book, has been 
described by modern theologians as an “unfortunate work of art," and in Germany there are 
probably few Lutherans who would still know what to do with it. But there is no lack of exceptions. 
Among these is Dr. Stange of Kénigsberg, who has been appointed to succeed Dr. Cremer in 
Greifswald, who died recently. At the Kénigsberg Pastoral Conference he gave a lecture on "The 
Significance of the Law for Salvation," in which, according to the report in the "Reformation," he 
emphasized that God alone is the author and finisher of our salvation. In doing so, he uttered 


beautiful words: 'In the case of a disagreement between us and Luther's master treatise de servo 


arbitrio, it is we who have to learn and not Luther.’ This agrees with the Concordia formula, 
which thus judges, "As also Dr. Luther of this trade" [whether man has a free will in spiritual 


things] "wrote in the book de servo arbitrio, that is, of the captive will of man, against Erasmum, 


and elaborated and preserved this matter well and thoroughly (egregie et solide)." F. B. 

Dogmatic Sermons. The "Freikirche" reports: "At the official main conference of the clergy 
of the Ephoria Chemnitz II, according to the report of the 'Neue Sachs. Kirchenblatt’, the Ephorus, 
Sup. Fischer, expressed his recognition 'to his entrusted clergy' that 'dogmatic sermons no longer 
existed’ in the Ephoria. Dogmatic sermons are sermons in which doctrine is driven. Such 
sermons no longer exist in the Ephory of Chemnitz Il; and one is glad about that. Even 
Oberconsistorialrath ClauB, who had appeared as a representative of the highest ecclesiastical 
authority, does not seem to have reprimanded the absence of 'dogmatic sermons’. But God's 
Word says: 'The priest's lips shall keep the doctrine'; and the supreme HErr of the Church 
commands His disciples and servants: 'Teach them to keep all that | have commanded you'; and 
St. Paul writes to Timothy: 'Stop with doctrines.' And our very people need nothing so much as 
foundation and fortification in wholesome doctrine." - This ver- 
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owers of Christian doctrines usually imagine that they are promoting and cultivating Christian 
experience and the pious life. But this is a diabolical delusion. Practical Christianity is promoted 
and can be promoted only by those who cultivate dogmatic Christianity. A faith that does not 
come from the Christian teaching presented to man is false faith. And a life that does not flow 
from the grateful knowledge that God has forgiven us for Christ's sake is an abomination to God. 
Right fools are they who seek to promote life by stultifying doctrine. F. B. 

In the Berlin church elections the positives have maintained their majority, but on the 
whole liberalism has made progress. How the liberals are fighting emerges from an election 
appeal which the "Reformation" of November 29 communicates. In it the voters are told that they 
can safely vote church-liberal, since the election is secret and no one can find out how they 
voted. The positive conservatives had constantly diminished the rights and liberties of the 
people. They were opponents of universal, equal, secret suffrage. They were enemies of labor 
protection legislation. They had distributed food to the poor and the very poorest through the 
"customs usury tariff." The Positivists wanted to restrict all free expression of opinion by gag 
laws. They were for Junker interests, against the interests of the people. Literally, then, it goes 
on to say: "The positive conservatives strengthen the priests’ party, which is closely fraternized 
with the Junker party, and which bluntly expresses its hierarchical demands even in the 
Protestant church. Churches should think of the police order passed at the suggestion of the 
positive conservatives for the external observance of Sundays and holidays, the so-called 
'Verfrommungsordnung,' which deeply interferes with the working life of large sections of the 
population, and even with the family life of the individual! Think, furthermore, of the police 
measures that have been proposed to further restrict the operation of public houses on Sundays 
and holidays! Think of the constant increase in church taxes, which have already risen to 13)H 
percent (!) and threaten to increase even further with the zeal of the positive conservatives for 
increasing costly church buildings! Think of the frequent non-confirmation of liberal clergymen! 
Think of the ruthless fight against free scientific research! Think of the repeated attempts to 
introduce a public school law in the most reactionary sense! Think of the other negotiations held 
and resolutions passed at the positively constituted synods, all of which are aimed at the 
complete implementation of priestly rule! Voters! In view of these facts your eyes must at last be 
opened. Therefore it is the duty of every ecclesiastical liberal voter to fight the reactionary spirit 
of the positive conservatives in the strongest possible way. This can only be done, however, if 
men of firm ecclesiastical liberal convictions are elected in the church elections, who fearlessly 
and unswervingly represent the free, Protestant spirit in the face of the spirit of the dark men 
and the muckrakers. Therefore, voters, for the ecclesiastical-liberal cause! Let no one be absent 
at the polls! Everybody see to it that his acquaintances and friends are stirred up! Vote church 
liberal!" - If churchless and liberals are taxed for church buildings, this is a manifest injustice, 
from which in part the high-grade bitterness of the liberals against the positives is explained. The 
mixture of church and state increases the hatred against Christianity and the unrest in the state. 
In America, faint echoes of the Berlin elections appear only where Puritanism attempts to impose 
its views of Sabbath and Sunday observance on all citizens. F. B. 
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Dr. Walther's position on the Revelation of St. John. 


Both a paper of the lowa Synod and a paper of the General Synod have 
recently again spoken of the position taken within the Missouri Synod on the 
Revelation of St. John, and have attached to it utterly false, nay, grossly slanderous 
remarks. The older members of the Synod will remember that in former times 
periodic indecent attacks recurred on Blessed Dr. Walther because of his position 
on the Revelation of St. John. Dr. Walther's position, summarily stated, was this: He 
for his own part held the Revelation of St. John to be canonical. But because this 
book lacks the unanimous testimony of the ancient Church, he did not dare to 
demand of other Christians and theologians that they should take the same position. 
Walther did not make the position on the Revelation of St. John a mark and test of 
orthodoxy. Indeed, Walther declared that it was "unreasonable," "un-Lutheran,” and 
"a grave sin" to suspect otherwise rightly teaching theologians of being false 
teachers and impugners of the authority of Holy Scripture because they did not 
regard the Revelation of St. John as belonging to the canon. Walther states it as a 
fact that "our dear fathers of the faith, almost without exception, until after the 
adoption of the Formula of Concord, have considered and declared either all, or at 
least some of the Antilegomena to be writings that do not belong in the canon, and 
this not out of exaggeration and carelessness in regard to the Word of God, but on 
the contrary out of great conscientiousness in regard to it. Walther personally takes 
a different position on the Revelation of St. John than Luther. Luther, a year before 
his death, expressed his doubts about the canonicity of this book in the preface to 
Revelation; Walther, on the other hand, was convinced "that the delicious Christian 
and church consolation book of Revelation belongs to the canon. But Walther judges 
Luther's position: "Luther's judgments about the Antilegomena are so little a ‘stain’ 
on our church that they are rather testimony to the canonicity of the book. 
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We should be aware of how exactly our church once took what should be the rule 
and guideline of our faith and life. Against the people who demand of all Christians 
and theologians that they must drop the distinction between the Homologumena and 
Antilegomena, Walther says: "The summary decrees of the Papists and Reformists, 
that all Antilegomena must also be accepted as canonical by every Christian at the 
loss of his blessedness, 1) are so little a testimony to the upholding of the Word of 
God in these communities, that they rather prove how easy it becomes for those to 
include something in the canon, who either in blind charcoal-belief take the 
Scriptures at the pleasure of the Church 1) (d. i. e. of the pope), or according to the 
principles of reason 1)." In doing so, Walther repeatedly emphasizes that for his own 
person he considers the Revelation of St. John to be canonical. 

That we have herewith correctly represented Walther's position is evident from 
his much-mentioned article: "Is he to be declared a heretic or dangerous false 
teacher who does not hold and declare all the books found in the volume of the New 
Testament to be canonical?" 2) The beginning of this article reads thus: "We are led 
to this question by the fact that Pastor Rébbelen, on the occasion of the glosses 
which he published on the Revelation of St. John in the 'Lutheraner'’, at the same 
time made the confession that he, with Luther, did not consider the 'Revelation' to 
be canonical. This, as we have heard, has caused great offence here and there. We, 
too, cannot agree with our dear brother Rébbelen on this point, since we are 
convinced that the delicious Christian and church consolation book of Revelation 
belongs to the canon. Nevertheless, we believe that it is unreasonable, and probably 
also based on ignorance of the matter, if one wants to regard an otherwise 
unsuspicious theologian as a dangerous false teacher who makes God's Word itself 
suspicious, because, while he heartily regards all homologues (generally recognized 
books) as canonical, he doubts the canonicity of one or another antilegomenon 
(contradicted book). This would also be quite un-Lutheran, inasmuch as our dear 
fathers of the faith, almost without exception, until after the adoption of the Concordia 
formula, held and declared either all, or at least some, of the Antilegomena to be 
writings that did not belong in the canon, and this not out of rashness and 
carelessness in regard to the Word of God, but, on the contrary, out of great 
conscientiousness in regard to it. Luther's judgments on the Antilegomena are so 
little a 'stain' on our church that they rather bear witness to how exactly it was once 
done in our church with the Word of God. 


1) Highlighted by Walther. 2) "L.u. W." 2, pp. 204-216. 
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The summary decrees of the papists and reformists, that even all antilegomena must 
be accepted as canonical by every Christian at the loss of his salvation, are so little 
a testimony to the upholding of the Word of God in these communities, that they 
rather prove how easy it becomes for those to include something in the canon who, 
either in blind charcoal-burner faith, want to have the Scriptures interpreted at the 
pleasure of the church (i.e., the pope) or according to the principles of reason. (i.e. 
of the pope), or according to the principles of reason. So we think it would not be out 
of place if we were to share with our honored readers some testimonies about the 
opinion of our fathers, especially in the sixteenth and first half of the seventeenth 
century, on this point; not because we share this opinion ourselves, but only to prove 
that doubts about the canonicity of the contradicted books can exist even among 
those whom no Lutheran would dare to deny the prestige of orthodoxy, and thus, 
among others, a Luther of the suspicion of the "Lutheran" of the "Lutheran" of the 
"Lutheran" of the "Lutheran" of the "Lutheran" of the "Lutheran" of the "Lutheran" of 
the "Lutheran" of the "Lutheran". to clear Luther, among others, of the suspicion that 
he had judged books included in the code of the New Testament with reprehensible 
boldness and subjective discretion. It will not be necessary to print Luther's 
judgments here, since they are found in his prefaces to the New Testament and to 
the Antilegomena. - Particularly important is the testimony of Martin Chemnitz, the 
main co-author of the Formula of Concord. He speaks at great length on our question 
in a fine examination of the decrees of the Concilium of Trent." 

We also reprint here the words of Chemnitz according to Walther's translation, 
because they clearly express the principles beyond which one will never get beyond 
in the question concerning the canon of the Church. 

In the Tridentine Decree of the Pabstsects it is said: "If anyone does not accept 
these books as holy and canonical, with all their parts, as they are usually read in 
the Catholic Church and are contained in the old vulgar Latin edition, and despises 
the aforementioned traditions with knowledge and will, let him be accursed!" (4th 
Session. 1st Decret.) 

Chemnitz 1) on the other hand, in his thorough manner, says: "The third 
question is: whether the Church of the present day canonically, catholically, and 
according to those Scriptures about which there was doubt in the oldest Church 
because of the contradiction of some, because the testimonies of the early Church 
did not agree about them, whether, | say, the Church of the present day canonically, 
catholically, and according to those Scriptures, 


1) ,,Tertia igitur quaestio est, an ea scripta, de quibus in antiquissima ecclesia propter 
quorundam contradictionem dubitatum fuit, ideo quod testificationes primitivae ecclesiae de 
his non consentirent, an, inquam, praesens ecclesia possit illa scripta facere canonica, 
catholica et paria illis, quae primi 
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which occupy the first rank? The papists not only dispute that they can do this, but 
also de facto take away this authority, by entirely abolishing the necessary distinction 
of the original and most ancient church between canonical and apocryphal or 
ecclesiastical books. But it is perfectly evident from what we have said, that the 
Church has that auctority in no way, for on the same ground she could either reject 
canonical books, or canonify spurious ones. For this whole matter depends (as we 
have said) on certain testimonies of that church which was at the time of the 
apostles, which (testimonies) the first succeeding church received, and preserved 
by crafted and trustworthy histories. Where, therefore, certain documents of the 
original and oldest church, according to the testimonies of the ancients, who lived 
not long after the times of the apostles, cannot be adduced, that those books about 
which controversy arises have been accepted without contradiction and doubt as 
true (legitimate) and reliable, and have been handed over to the church, there no 
human decrees are valid. For what an impudent audacity it is to state thus: although 
the original and following most ancient church doubted about those books because 
of the contradiction of many ecclesiastics, because there were not sufficient certain 
and firm testimonies for their authority - in spite of all this, however, we decide that 
those must be accepted as absolutely certain with equal authority with those which 
have always been considered legitimate! But by what documents do you prove this 
your decree? Pighius answers: The Church has that power of conferring canonical 
prestige on certain writings, which they have neither of themselves nor of the 
Church, 


ordinis sunt. Pontificii non tantum disputant, se hoc posse, sed de facto illam 
auctoritatem usurpant, in universum tollentes primitivae et antiquissimae ecclesiae 
necessariam distinctionem inter libros canonicos et apocryphos seu ecclesiasticos. 
Sed manifestissimum est ex iis, quae diximus, ecclesiam nullo modo habere illam 
auctoritatem ; eadem enim ratione posset etiam vel canonicos libros rejicere, vel 
adulterinos canonisare. Tota enim haec res (sicut diximus) pendet ex certis 
testificationibus ejus ecclesiae, quae tempore apostolorum fuit, quas acceptas 
proxime sequens ecclesia certis et fide dignis historiis conservavit. Ubi igitur non 
possunt proferri certissima documenta primitivae et antiquissimae ecclesiae ex 
testificationibus veterum, qui non longe post apostolorum tempora vixerunt, libros 
illos, de quibus controvertitur, fuisse sine contradictione et dubitatione pro 
legitimis et certis acceptos et commendatos ecclesiae, non valent ulla humana 
decreta. Quam insolens enim est audacia, ita statuere: licet primitiva et sequens 
antiquissima ecclesia de libris illis propter multorum  ecclesiasticorum 
contradictionem dubitarit, ideo quod non satis certa et firma auctoritatis ipsorum 
testimonia extarent, hoc tamen non obstante decernimus, debere illos pro omnino 
certis pari auctoritate cum illis, qui legitimi semper judicati sunt, recipi! Sed 
quibus documentis hoc vestrum decretum probatis ? Respondet Pighius: Ecclesia 
habet illam potestatem, quod potest scriptis quibusdam impertiri 
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..nor of their authors. Why, then, do they not give that prestige either to the fables 
of Aesop or to the true tales of Lucian? - Not that | wished to compare those books 
which are in dispute with the fables of Aesop (for | give them, with Cyprian and 
Jerome, the honourable place which they always had in the ancient Church), but | 
wished to show, by a proof drawn from the impossibility of the inference, that the 
Church, in disputing the books of Scripture, has not that power, that in the 
controversy about the books of Scripture the Church does not have that power, that 
she can make true writings out of false ones, false ones out of true ones, certain, 
canonical and legitimate ones out of doubtful and uncertain ones, without any certain 
and firm documents, of which we have said above that they are necessary for this 
matter.... The church which was at the time when these books were first written is 
different from the church which followed afterwards. For the latter only preserves 
and transmits the testimony of the first church to those who come after, but neither 
may nor can she make anything of those books of which she has not certain 
documents from the testimony of the first church." . . . 

"The fourth question is which books are in the canon and which are not, as 
Jerome says. But we are not now speaking of subverted, spurious, and false 
writings, of which there is a catalogue in Eusebius. But the question is of those books 
which are found together in the vulgar edition of the Bible, and which are read in the 
churches by the faithful. About these the testimony of the ancient church is sought, 
whether they are all of the same certainty and of the same 


canonicam auctoritatem, quam nec ex se, nec suis auctoribus habent. Quin igitur impartiantur 
illam auctoritatem vel fabulis Aesopi vel veris narrationibus Luciani ? Non quod libros illos, 
de quibus controversia est, velim fabulis Aesopi comparari (tribuo enim illis cum Cypriano 
et Hieronymo honorificum locum, quem in veteri ecclesia semper habuerunt), sed exaywyn 
éi¢ ddivatovy, sicut dialectici loquuntur, volui ostendere, in disputatione de libris Scripturae 
ecclesiam non habere illam potestatem, quod possit ex falsis scriptis facere vera, ex veris 
falsa, ex dubiis et incertis facere certa, canonica et legitima sine ullis certis et firmis 
documentis, quae ad hanc rem requiri, supra diximus. ... In hac testificatione alia etiam est 
ratio illius ecclesiae, quae fuit illis temporibus, cum libri illi primum scriberentur, et ejus 
ecclesiae, quae postea secuta est. Illa enim tantum conservat et ad posteros transmittit 
testificationem primae ecclesiae, non autem vel debet vel potest aliquid de libris illis statuere, 
cujus non habeat certa documenta ex testificatione primae ecclesiae. . . . Tertia quaestio est: 
Qui libri sunt in canone, et qui non sunt in canone? sicut Hieronymus loquitur. Non autem 
de suppositiciis, adulterinis et falsis scriptis nunc loquimur, quorum catalogus extat apud 
Eusebium, et dist. 15. can. "Sancta Romana". Sed de illis libris quaestio est, qui simul extant 
in Vulgata bibliorum editione, quique in ecclesiis a fidelibus leguntur. De illis quaeritur 
veteris ecclesiae testificatio, an omnes sint ejusdem certitudinis et paris auctoritatis. Est 
autem 
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Reputation. But it is quite certain and evident that the testimony of the ancient church 
is this, that some of those books are in the canon, and some are not in the canon, 
but are apocryphal, as Jerome is wont to say, or, what is the same thing, That some 
of those writings are legitimate, and have certain and agreeing testimonies of their 
standing from the whole first and ancient Church without contradiction, but that some 
have been doubted on account of not having had sufficiently certain, firm, and 
agreeing testimonies from the first and ancient Church in respect of their standing, 
because of the contradiction of some." . . . 

"From the books of the New Testament, which have had no sufficiently certain, 
firm, and consistent testimony of their certainty and reputation in the early and 
ancient Church, these are adduced. Eusebius in the 3rd book, in the 25th chapter: 
"The writings which are not considered indubitable, but are contradicted, although 
known to many (most), are these: The Epistle of Jacobi, Jude, the other of Peter, 
and the other, together with the third of John; the Revelation of John some reject, 
and some reckon it among the certain and undoubted writings.’ . . . Eusebius 3rd 
book 2nd chapter: "There is still a difference of opinion among many concerning the 
Revelation, some approving it, and others rejecting it? Book 3, Chapter 39: "It is 
probable that another John, who is reckoned among the elders, saw the Revelation, 
which goes under the name of John; would it not be supposed that he was the first 
who is called among the apostles? Irenaeus ascribes it to John the Apostle; so also 
in the 6th book in the 25th chapter Origen." 


certissimum et manifestissimum, veteris ecclesiae hanc esse testificationem, quod ex illis 
libris quidam sint in canone, quidam non sint in canone, sed sint apocryphi: sicut Jerome 
solet loqui (quod idem est), quaedam ex illis scriptis esse legitima, et quae sine 
contradictione certa et consentientia suae auctoritatis testimonia habeant ab universa prima 
et veteri ecclesia. De quibusdam vero dubitatum fuisse propterea, quod propter quorundam 
contradictionem non habuerint satis certa, firma et consentientia primae et veteris ecclesiae 
testimonia de sua auctoritate. . . . Ex libris Novi Testamenti, qui in prima et veteri ecclesia 
non habuerunt satis certa, firma et consentientia certitudinis et auctoritatis suae testimonia, 
hinc recensentur: Eusebius 1. 3. c. 25.: ,Scripta, quae non habentur pro indubitatis, sed quibus 
contradicitur, licet multis sint cognita, haec sunt: Epistola Jacobi, Judae, posterior Petri et 
altera cum tertia Johannis; Apocalypsin Johannis quidam reprobant, quidam certis et 
indubitatis scripturis adjudicant/ . . . Eusebius: 1. 3. c. 2.: ,De Apocalypsi etiamnum apud 
multos dispar est opinio, probantibus illam aliis, aliis vero reprobantibus.' Lib. 3. e. 39.: 
,Verisimile est, alterum Johannem, qui inter seniores numeratur, nisi quis primum, qui inter 
apostolos nominatur, Apocalypsin illam vidisse, quae sub nomine Johannis circumfertur, lib. 
3. c. 8. Irenaeus tribuit illam Johanni apostolo.' Ita et lib. 6. c. 25. Origen. Haec veterum 
testimonia ideo annotavi, ut non 
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"These testimonies of the ancients | have therefore noted, not only that the 
whole catalogue of the writings of the New Testament may be known, which have no 
sufficiently certain, firm, and consistent testimonies of their reputation, but especially 
that the reasons may be noted why doubts have been entertained concerning them: 
1. Because there were not found among the ancients sufficiently certain, firm, and 
consistent testimonies of the testimony of the first apostolic church, that those books 
were confirmed by the apostles, and commended to the church; 2. Because it was 
not known with certainty from the testimony of the first and ancient church, whether 
those books were written by those under whose names they were published, but was 
held to have been published by others under the name of the apostles; 3. Since some 
of the elders attributed some of those books to the apostles, and some contradicted 
them, the matter, as it was not undoubtedly certain, was left in doubt. For this whole 
controversy depends on the certain, firm, and agreeing testimonies of the first and 
ancient church; and if these are lacking, the following church, as it cannot make true 
ones out of false ones, so also it cannot make certain ones out of doubtful ones 
without manifest and certain documents. Against these so obvious testimonies of 
antiquity, the Tridentine Council thus decrees: "If anyone does not accept the whole 
books with all their parts, as they are found in the old Latin vulgar edition, as holy and 
canonical, let him be accursed! But whence do they prove and confirm this decree of 
theirs against the testimonies of antiquity? Bring certain certain and manifest 
documents from the testimonies of the first apostolic and ancient church. 


tantum notus sit catalogus scriptorum N. T., quae non habent satis certa, firma et consentientia 
auctoritatis suae testimonia, sed ut praecipue notari possint rationes, quare de illis dubitatum 
fuerit: 1. Quia apud veteres non inventa fuerunt satis certa, firma et consentientia testimonia 
de testificatione primae apostolicae ecclesiae, quod libri illi essent ab apostolis comprobati et 
ecclesiae commendati. 2. quia non certo ex testificatione primae et veteris ecclesiae constitit, 
an ab illis, sub quorum nomine editi sunt, libri illi conscripti essent, sed judicati fuerunt ab 
aliis sub apostolorum nomine editi. 3. cum quidam ex vetustissimis aliquos ex illis libris 
tribuerent apostolis, quidam vero contradicerent, res illa, sicut non erat indubitato certa, relicta 
fuit in dubio. Pendet, enim tota haec disputatio a certis, firmis et consentientibus primae et 
veteris ecclesiae testificationibus, quae ubi desunt, sequens ecclesia, sicut non potest ex falsis 
facere vera, ita nec ex dubiis potest certa facere sine manifestis et firmis documentis. Contra 
haec tam manifesta antiquitatis testimonia Tridentinum concilium sessione quarta ita decernit: 
,Si quis libros integros cum omnibus suis partibus, prout in veteri Vulgata latina editione 
habentur, pro sacris et canonicis non susceperit, anathema sit.' Sed unde hoc suum decretum 
contra antiquitatis testimonia probant et confirmant? Num proferunt certa et manifesta 
quaedam documenta ex testificationibus 
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What is the reason for this, that those disputed books have the same certainty and 
standing as the others, about which there has never been any doubt? Nothing less, 
for they cannot do so. But they usurp this power, that the pope, with fine prelates, 
may also confer upon those, and perhaps upon other books, the canonical prestige 
which they deserve neither from themselves nor from their authors, and which they 
did not have in the time of the apostles and the primitive church; as Pighius has 
asserted. Why, therefore, do they not say straight out how it is: Although it cannot 
be proved that those books were either written or approved by prophets or by 
apostles, and were certainly and constantly accepted by the first and ancient church; 
yea, although by the most manifest testimonies of antiquity Brighter than the 
noonday light the contrary is proved, - notwithstanding all this, we determine and 
resolve that this must be believed with certainty, although no adroit proofs of the 
matter are adduced by us, because (if it be not pleasing) the fullness of such 
antichristian power is buried in the shrine of the papal heart." 

"They pronounce a curse on all who do not accept the apocryphal books with 
the same certainty and authority as the canonical ones. Cursed, therefore, shall be 
Eusebius, Jerome, Origen, Melito, and the whole first apostolic and ancient church, 
from whose testimony is taken what we have quoted above concerning those 
books." ... 

"The whole controversy, then, consists in this question: whether it be certain 
and undoubted that those books about which this controversy is, which were inspired 
of God, by the prophets and apostles, who had that standing from God, primae 
apostolicae et veteris ecclesiae, quod libri illi controversi eandem certitudinem et 
parem auctoritatem cum reliquis, de quibus nunquam dubitatum fuit, habeant? 
Nihil minus; neque enim possunt hoc facere. Sed rapiunt sibi hanc potestatem, 
quod papa cum suis praelatis possit et illis et forsan aliis etiam libris impertiri 
canonicam auctoritatem, quam nec ex se, nec ex suis auctoribus merentur et quam 
tempore apostolorum et primitivae ecclesiae non habuerunt, sicut Pighius 
contendit. Quin igitur aperte dicunt, quod res est? Licet probari non possit, libros 
illos vel a prophetis, vel ab apostolis sive scriptos, sive comprobatos et a prima 
veterique ecclesia certo et constanter receptos, imo licet contrarium 
manifestissimis antiquitatis testimoniis meridiana luce clarius probetur: hoc tamen 
non obstante statuimus et decernimus, certo hoc credendum esse, licet nulla a nobis 
hujus rei idonea proferantur documenta, quia (si displacet) plenitudo hujusmodi 
anti- christianae potestatis sepulta est in scrinio pectoris pontificii. - Dicunt 
anathema omnibus, qui libros apocryphos non recipiunt eadem certitudine et 
auctoritate, sicut canonicos. Anathema igitur erit Eusebius, Jerome, Origen, Mellto 
et tota prima apostolica ea ecclesia, ex cujus testificatione illa, quae supra de libris 
istis recitavimus, accepta sunt. . .. Tota igitur disputatio in hac quaestione consistit: 
an certum et indubitatum sit, libros illos, de quibus haec controversia est, esse 
Scripturam divinitus inspiratam 
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either published or approved Scripture? All antiquity answers that it is not certain, 
but that doubts have been raised because of the contradiction of many. The 
Tridentine pride, however, threatens with that curse, if anyone would not accept it 
with the same, even the same certainty and authority as the other books, about 
which there has never been any doubt. What wonder, then, that some papal 
parasites have disputed that the pope can make new articles of faith, since he does 
not dispense with fabricating a new canonical scripture? so that there is no longer 
any doubt as to who he is who, sitting in the temple of God, exalts himself above all 
that is called God. 2 Thess. 2." 

"Are those books, then, to be utterly rejected and condemned? This we by no 
means seek. What, therefore, is the use of this controversy? | answer, that the rule 
of faith or sound doctrine may be certain in the church. For the ancients held that it 
was only from the canonical books that the standing of the ecclesiastical dogmas 
was to be confirmed, as the testimonies above allege. They held that the authority 
of the canonical writings alone was competent to confirm that which is disputed; but 
of the other books, which Cyprian calls ecclesiastical, Jerome apocryphal, it was 
desired that they should be read in the churches for the edification of the people, 
but not for the confirmation of the standing of the ecclesiastical dogmas. And the 
auctority of those was less ably respected for the substantiation of what is disputed. 
No dogma, therefore, may be established from those books, which has not certain 
and manifest foundations and testimonies- 


a prophetis et apostolis, quae divinitus auctoritatem illam habuerunt vel editam vel 
approbatam. Tota antiquitas respondet, non esse certum, sed propter multorum 
contradictiones fuisse dubitatum. Tridentinum vero supercilium anathema 
minatur, nisi quis illos susceperit pari, imo eadem certitudine et auctoritate, sicut 
reliquos libros, de quibus nunquam dubitatum fuit. Quid igitur mirum est, quod 
parasiti quidam pontificii disputarunt, papam posse novos fidei articulos condere, 
cum hoc loco novam Scripturam canonicam fabricare non vereatur? ut nullum 
amplius sit dubium, quis sit ille, qui, in templo Dei sedens, super omne, quod Deus 
dicitur, extollitur, 2 Thess. 2. - Numquid igitur simpliciter abjiciendi et damnandi 
sunt libri illi? Nequaquam hoc quaerimus. Quem igitur usum habet haec 
disputatio? Respondeo: ut regula fidei sive sanae in ecclesia doctrinae certa sit. Ex 
solis enim libris canonicis auctoritatem ecclesiasticorum dogmatum 
confirmandam veteres censuerunt, sicut testimonia supra allegata sunt. Solius 
canonicae Scripturae auctoritas idonea judicata fuit ad roboranda illa, quae in 
contentionem veniunt; reliquos vero libros, quos Cyprianus ecclesiasticos, 
Hieronymus apocryphos nominat, legi quidem voluerunt in ecclesia ad 
aedificationem plebis, non ad auctoritatem ecclesiarum dogmatum confirmandam. 
Non enim voluerunt illos proferri ad auctoritatem ex his fidei confirmandam. Et 
illorum auctoritas ad roboranda ea, quae in contentionem veniunt, minus idonea 
judicata fuit. Nullum igitur dogma ex istis libris exstrui debet, quod non habet 
certa et manifesta fundamenta et testimonia in aliis canonicis 
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The same is true of the other canonical writings. Nothing in dispute can be proved 
from those books unless there are other proofs and confirmations in the canonical 
books. But what is said in those books is to be interpreted and understood by 
analogy with what is evidently taught in the canonical books. That this is the opinion 
of antiquity is beyond doubt. But the Tridentine Council, for this very reason, does 
not want to know anything about this necessary and absolutely true distinction of the 
ancient church, overturns and abolishes it, because (as my Andradius says) they do 
not want to be confined within the narrow limits, that they, deprived of all other 
means of support, borrow their credibility from the canonical Scriptures alone. For 
the Synod of Trent says that for this reason it makes the apocryphal books 
canonical, in order to show what testimonies and aids it intends to use in the 


confirmation of dogmas and in the instruction of morals." (L. c. ed. Genevens, fol. 45. 


sq.) 

Walther then lists the Magdeburg Centuries, A. Osiander, Aegidius Hunnius, 
Hafenreffer, Conrad Dietrich, Friedrich Balduin, Th. Thummius. In a concluding note 
are found the words: "Let every one be warned against the grievous sin of 
immediately suspecting as impugners of the Word of God those who, with the most 
faithful teachers of our Church in its best blessed days, while holding fast all the 
articles of faith, and acknowledging as the divine rule and guide of faith and life the 
sacred books universally recognized by all Christendom of all ages , but have 
misgivings to acknowledge as scriptures of equal standing, those books which have 
been contradicted and doubted as to their origin and standing, even by righteous 
faithful Christians and church teachers." 

Walther also took the same position in the last years of his life. Not only did he 


include the words from Chemnitz's "Examen" cited above in the edition of Baier that 


he was in charge of and that was printed from 1879 on, but he also refers again to 
his article in "Lehre und Wehre" 2, pp. 204-216. Then Walther wrote in 


libris. Nihil, quod controversum est, ex istis libris probari potest, si non extent aliae 
probationes et confirmationes in libris Canonicis. Sed quae in illis libris dicuntur, exponenda 
et intelligenda sunt juxta analogiam eorum, quae manifeste traduntur in libris canonicis. 
Hance esse vetustatis sententiam, nullum est dubium. Sed concilium Tridentinum propter 
illam ipsam causam necessariam et verissimam hanc veteris ecclesiae distinctionem infringit, 
subvertit et tollit, quia (sicut Andradius meus inquit) non volunt se in has conjicere angustias, 
ut omnibus aliis praesidiis destituti a sola canonica Scriptura fidem mutuentur. Inquit, enim 
synodus Tridentina, se ideo ex libris apocryphis facere canonicos, ut ostendat, quibus 
potissimum testimoniis et praesidiis in confirmandis dogmatibus et instaurandis moribus sit 
usura." (Chemnitius, Exam. Cone. Trid. ed. Genev. f. 48. sq. 50. 51. sq.) 
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his hand copy of Baier, which is in our possession, next to the reference to fine 
articles in the 2nd volume of "Lehre und Wehre," he wrote with his own hand the 
words: "Even to save Luther's orthodoxy, one must stand firm here." Next to 
Chemnitz's words we find the further handwritten remarks: "Now one attacks the 
homologumena and invokes Luther! On the contrary, just such an antilegomenon as 
Jacobi's letter is, one defends." "The distinction between the antilegomena and 
homologumena does not testify to a lax conception of the Bible and the canon, but 
to the opposite." "It is said to be dangerous to betray the difference, namely, to the 
people. Alone, it is dangerous only because it has not been inflicted upon him from 
the beginning." These remarks date from the last six years of Walther's teaching 
ministry, since it was only during these years that Walther made use of his printed 
edition of Baier, which contains these handwritten remarks. In short, there can be no 
doubt about the position Walther took from beginning to end with regard to the 
Revelation of St. John: while he himself considered this book canonical, he did not 
make this position a mark of orthodoxy, and with earnest words resisted those who 
wanted to go overboard in this regard. According to Walther, it does not affect the 
theological character of a teacher of the church whether he stands one way or 
another toward the canonicity of the Revelation of St. John. That this judgment of 
Walther's is correct is also confirmed by experience. Luther and Walther personally 
stand quite differently toward the Revelation of St. John; Walther holds it to be 
canonical, Luther does not. And yet Luther as decidedly inculcated the divine 
authority of Scripture as Walther. The Reformer of the Church, in subtle doubts as to 
the canonicity of the Revelation of St. John, did not undermine the divine authority of 
Holy Scripture, but restored it in the Church a fortiori. Luther, too, just as decidedly 
as Walther, presented the whole of Christian doctrine, and not merely 11/12 of it. 
The fact is that in the Revelation of St. John we find glorious testimonies and 
confirmations of almost all the doctrines of the Christian faith. But new doctrines of 
faith, namely, doctrines that are not revealed in other books of the New Testament, 
are not found there. The millennial kingdom of the Chiliasts is taught as little in the 
Revelation of Saint John as in the other parts of Holy Scripture. As far as the 
interpretation of the Revelation of St. John is concerned, Luther still says in his 
preface to the Bible edition of 1545: "Many have attempted it, but to this day have 
not come up with anything certain; some have brewed up many clumsy things from 
their heads. For the sake of such uncertain interpretation and hidden understanding, 
we have also left it up to now, especially because it was considered by some of the 
old fathers that it was not St. John the Baptist. 
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Apostle, be, as in libro 3. Histo. Ecdesi. cap.25" (in the Ecclesiastical History of 
Eusebius) "stands, in which doubt we also leave it for us. So that no one should be 
tempted to take it for St. John the Apostle, or as he pleases." 1) Luther says of his 
own interpretation of this Scripture: "But because we would nevertheless like to have 
the interpretation certain, we want to give the other and higher spirits reasons to 
think about it, and also give our thoughts to the day, namely thus: Since it is to be a 
revelation of future history, and especially of future tribulations and accidents of 
Christendom, we consider that the nearest and most certain way to find the 
interpretation would be to take the past history and accidents that have occurred in 
Christendom up to now from the histories, and to hold them up against these 
pictures, and thus compare them to the Word. Where then it would rhyme and 
coincide with each other, it could be relied on as a certain interpretation, or at least 
as an irreproachable one. 2) In these prudent words of Luther's, about all is said that 
can be said in general with respect to the interpretation of the Revelation of St. John. 
But one would do injustice to Luther if one wanted to understand him as if, in 
his opinion, everything and anything in Revelation was of "uncertain interpretation. 
It is true that at first glance his words are quite general: "Many have tried" (namely, 
this book) "but to this day have come up with nothing certain. But according to the 
context, Luther speaks of this book inasmuch as it prophesies of "things to come," 
and that "with mere images and figures." All the glorious testimonies which we find 
in this book to many doctrines of the Christian faith were also quite clear to Luther, 
as also, for example, the prophecies concerning the antichrist Pabstacy, which he 
knew so thoroughly. Luther therefore also shows in detail at the end of his preface 
how we can "make this book useful to us and make good use of it", first "for comfort", 
and then "for warning". Luther here breaks out into the well-known words: "It is this 
piece: | believe in a holy Christian church’ is just as much an article of faith as the 
others. Therefore no reason, even if it puts on all its glasses, can recognize it. The 
devil may well cover it up with aversions and mobs, so that you have to be annoyed 
by it. She will not be seen, but believed." He concludes: "If only the word of the 
gospel remains pure with us, and we love and value it, then we should not doubt 
that Christ is with us and with us, even if it comes to the worst; as we see here in 
this book that Christ is still with us with his saints through and above all plagues, 
beasts, and evil angels, and is finally subject to them." So little did Luther want 


1) Erl. ed. 63, p. 159. 2) op. cit. p. 159. 160. 
3) op. cit., pp. 167-169. 
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The Synod of St. John's Fathers, however, would be equally foolish and unjust if 
some of the statements of our Synod's Fathers about the uncertain interpretation of 
the Revelation of St. John's were to be misunderstood. But it would be equally foolish 
and unjust to misinterpret some of the statements of the Fathers of our Synod about 
the uncertain interpretation of the Revelation of St. John as if this uncertainty 
extended to the whole of the book and every part of it. The context here also yields 
the same limitation as in Luther. FaPs 
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"God wills that all men be saved." iTim. 2, 4. This general axiom is an essential 
and distinguished part of the gospel. God wills that all lost, reprobate men shall be 
saved, blessed, owtfvat "The Lord wills not that 
anyone be lost." 2 Pet. 3, 9. This is His heartfelt desire and wish, the salvation of all 
men without exception. "God so loved the world." Joh. 3, 16. The whole world, the 
world lost in sins, God has loved, truly loved, ardently loved. He earnestly desires 
the salvation of all men. Therefore He has given expression to His will of salvation, 
to His love, by deed. "God so loved the world, that he gave his only begotten Son." 
(John 3:16) Greater love is not conceivable; indeed, this love surpasses all human 
thought and understanding, for God tore His only begotten Son from His heart and 
gave Him up for the world and into the world. For no other purpose did the only 
begotten Son of God come into the world, appear in the flesh, than to save the world. 
"God sent not his Son into the world to judge the world, but that the world through 
him might be saved." Joh. 3, 17. And so Christ became the Lamb of God, "which 
bare the sin of the world." Joh. 1, 29. "Christ died for the ungodly." Rom. 5, 6. "Christ 
is the propitiation for our sins, and not for ours only, but also for the whole world." 1 
John 2:2. Thus the actual act of salvation was already accomplished. "God was in 
Christ, reconciling the world unto himself, not imputing their sins unto them." 2 Cor. 
5, 19. God in Christ had already absolved the whole world of its sins. "Through one 
righteousness there came unto all men the justification of life." Rom. 5:18. By Christ's 
obedience and righteousness all men are justified. Yea, unto justification of life. Life 
is granted to all men. Blessedness is prepared for ALL. Heaven is open to all. Thus 
God in Christ sees all mankind with 
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Eyes of good pleasure. Already when Christ was born the angels sang: "in man 
good pleasure". Luc. 2, 14. 

When God in Christ reconciled the world to himself and absolved it of its sins, 
the world did not yet know about it. So it had to be made known and known to it. 
The good deeds of Christ are only for the benefit of those who recognize and 
appropriate them in faith. In his counsel concerning our salvation, God also included 
the order of salvation, the way of salvation. He has ordained for men the way of 
faith. "God so loved the world, that he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever 
believeth in him should not perish, but have everlasting life." Joh. 3, 16. The 
righteousness that is valid before God, which is purchased and prepared for all men 
through Christ, is dwatooivy #eob éy m@tEwe EI¢ miotIv, a righteousness which is 
granted to men in consequence of faith, and which is intended for faith, calculated 
upon faith. Rom. 1, 17. "We hold it therefore, that a man is justified without works of 
the law, through faith alone." Rom. 3, 28. That faith alone justifies and saves is 
testified to everywhere in Scripture. And now the general will of God also 
understands this in itself, that all men may come to faith, to the saving knowledge 
of Christ. "God wills that all men be helped, and come to the knowledge of the truth." 
1 Tim. 2, 4. And this will of God also became a deed. The God who in Christ 
reconciled the world to Himself, and absolved it from its sins, also established the 
ministry of reconciliation, that men might be reconciled to God, and receive 
reconciliation by faith. 2 Cor. 5, 19. 20. Christ commanded his disciples, "Go ye into 
all the world, and preach the gospel to every creature." Marc. 16, 15. But the 
preaching of the gospel is never an empty sound. "But who shall believe this 
preaching of ours? and to whom shall the arm of the Lord be revealed?" Is. 53, 1. 
Wherever the preaching of Christ resounds, there also the arm of the Lord, the 
power of the Lord is active. The words of Christ are always "spirit and life". Joh. 6, 
63. 

JEsus said to Jerusalem, the murderer of the prophets, who then also nailed 
Christ to the cross and persecuted the apostles: "How often have | wanted to gather 
your children together, as a hen gathers her chicks under her wings!" Matth. 23, 37. 
How often had JEsus preached in Jerusalem, by how many miracles had he there 
confirmed his preaching! In Jerusalem his preaching had begun, from Galilee he 
had repeatedly appeared at the high feasts in Jerusalem, in Jerusalem his prophetic 
career found its conclusion. Even in the last days of his life on earth, he was still 
urgently tempting people. 
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"lam come a light into the world, that whosoever believeth in me should not abide 
in darkness." "| am not come to judge the world, but to save the world." Joh. 12:46, 
47. So earnestly did he desire and seek to draw the children of Jerusalem unto 
himself, and to gather them under his fitties of grace. "What more shall they do in 
my vineyard, that | have not done in it?" Isa. 5, 4. Even those who are finally lost, 
the HER admonishes, warns, provokes, entices, so often, so often, with all 
earnestness, with great love and patience, leaving nothing undone, nothing undone, 
to save them. But in the same connection the Lord explains whence it comes that 
so many are lost, notwithstanding that God would have them all blessed. "And ye 
would not." Matth. 23, 37. | have willed, but ye have not willed. By their obstinate 
unwillingness most men frustrate all the Lord's efforts of love, and set at naught the 
counsel of God concerning their salvation, Luc. 7:30. 
Their evil counsel and will hinder and break the good, gracious will of God. Paul and 
Barnabas testified to the unbelieving Jews at Antioch: "The word of God must first 
have been spoken unto you: but now ye cast it from you, not esteeming yourselves 
worthy of eternal life, behold, we turn unto the Gentiles." Apost. 13, 46. Even to those 
who finally perish the word of God is spoken, and in the word eternal life is offered. 
But they gather up all the strength of their souls, and as if by force push away God's 
word from them, not esteeming themselves worthy of life. Stephen pronounced the 
sentence to his people, to Israel of all times: "Ye stiff-necked and uncircumcised in 
heart and ears, ye always resist the Holy Ghost; as your fathers did, so do ye." Apost. 
7:51: In all men who hear the word of God, even in those who are finally lost, the 
Holy Spirit works, and testifies powerfully in their hearts and consciences, desiring 
to convert them earnestly. But the latter always stubbornly resist the Holy Spirit, lay 
down, throw themselves against Him as if by force, and so block His way. 

This is the clara scriptura concerning the general will of grace and the cause of 
damnation. This is how far Scripture goes in this piece, and not a step further. But 
now human reason intervenes here and spins the thread of thought out of its own. It 
concludes: God wills that all men be helped. That God's will of salvation does not go 
out to most men is because they resist. The fact that God's will for salvation goes 
forth in others is therefore essentially due to the fact that they do not resist, that they 
refrain from resisting. This is nothing but a human addition to the Word of God. The 
Scriptures do not say a syllable about this in the above-mentioned Proverbs. They 
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He speaks only of the persons who do not believe and are lost, and does not point 
to the other persons who believe and are saved. The inference from the one to the 
other is a great game of reason emancipated from the word. But that conclusion 
also leads to a dvtiypawov. For in the places where the Scriptures 

really speaks of the persons who believe and are saved, and of how they come to 
this, it says the opposite. 

As to the origin of faith, the Scripture teaches in general, that "no man can call 
Jesus Lord, except it be by the Holy Ghost," 1 Cor. 12:3; that "no man can come to 
Christ, except the Father draw him," John 6:44.That "no man can come to Christ, 
except it be given him of the Father of Christ," John 6:65; that therefore every one 
that cometh to Christ, or believeth, hath this from the Father, that the Father draweth 
unto the Son, that God worketh and giveth faith. Usually, however, the Scriptures, 
when they speak of this matter, give the turn of speaking of believing Christians in 
concreto, and give them to consider that they owe their faith to God alone. Jesus 
testified to Peter, after he had confessed his faith: "Flesh and blood hath not 
revealed this unto thee, but my Father which is in heaven." Matth. 16, 17. Paul writes 
to the Christians at Ephesus: "That ye may know... which is the exceeding greatness 
of his power toward us, who believe according to the working of his mighty strength." 
Eph. 1, 19. And to the Christians in Colosse: "In whom also (Christ) ye are risen 
from the dead through the faith which God worketh, who hath raised him from the 


dead." Col. 2, 12. It is said there did. ty¢ miotews to Evépyetac tov xeox, It is called faith 


direct effect of God. And to the Christians at Philippi, "Unto you it is given," Eyapioxnx 
by grace, "concerning Christ, that ye believe not in him only," etc. Phil. 1, 29. These 
sentences clearly and distinctly state that in those who believe, this faith is wrought 
by God according to his power and strength, is given by God out of grace, and 
absolutely excludes any cooperation of man, also any letting or omission on the part 
of man. At the same time the Scripture gives us believing Christians the assurance 
that "by the power of God we are preserved through faith unto salvation," 1 Pet. 1:5, 
that God, according to His power, preserves our faith, and thus through faith 
preserves us unto salvation. 

Human reason also clings to this truth of Scripture and draws the conclusion 
that if God alone works faith without any human intervention, then God has failed to 
do something for the others who do not believe and are condemned. This, again, is 
a man's little foot. 
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The Scriptures, in the Proverbs cited, speak only of the persons who believe and are 
saved, and show how they have come to faith, but say not a word about the other 
persons who are finally lost because of their unbelief. Where the latter are spoken 
of, as in the first series of scriptures, it rather earnestly intimates that it is their own 
fault that they do not come to faith and salvation. 

That God has wrought faith in us Christians according to his power and grace, and 
also preserves us therein, has not happened by chance, but according to God's well- 
considered counsel and purpose. Our faith and our blessedness have their final 
cause in eternity. This is where the doctrine of election by grace comes in. 


Throughout the Scriptures, where they speak of eternal election, they speak in 


concrete terms of the persons who are elected, and reproach believing Christians with 
owing their faith, their whole Christianity, and their blessedness to the eternal 
election of God. We read Apost. 13:48: "And when the Gentiles heard it, they were 
glad, and glorified the word of the Lord, and believed, as many as were ordained 
unto eternal life." The Gentiles, when they heard the word of the apostles, were glad, 
and glorified the word of the LORD, and believed; even so, and as many believed, 
as were ordained unto eternal life. Their ordinance to eternal life brought this with it, 
had this consequence and effect, that they became believers and thus entered the 
way that leads to eternal life. The believing Christians the apostle considers and calls 
"the elect of God, holy and beloved." Col. 3, 12. To the Christians in Thessalonica 
Paul writes: "But we ought always to thank God for you, beloved brethren of the Lord, 
that God hath chosen you from the beginning unto salvation in sanctification of the 
Spirit, and in the faith of the truth." 2Thesf. 2, 13. We who are now Christians and 
stand in the faith were chosen by God from the beginning to salvation in such a way 
that he included our faith and our sanctification in this election. From the beginning 
he determined this very thing, that and how he would sanctify us, even us, even me, 
in time by his Spirit, separate us from the world, take us out of the world, and bring 
us to faith, and that in this way he would make us blessed. The Epistle to the 
Ephesians begins with the words: "Blessed be God and the Father of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, who hath blessed us with all spiritual blessings in heavenly things through 
Christ, even as he hath chosen us through him before the foundation of the world." 
Eph. 1, 3. 4. Here the apostle traces the rich spiritual blessings which have come to 
us through Christ, and which we now possess and enjoy as Christians, to the eternal 
election of God, as the source of blessing, 
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back. We have become children of God through faith in Christ. God chose and 
ordained us through Christ from the foundation of the world. He ordained us to be 
children of Himself through Jesus Christ, and that we, as His beloved children, 
should walk holy and blameless before Him in love. Eph. 1, 4. 5. But how firm and 
irrevocable is this ordinance, and the filiation which rests upon it, Paul indicates by 
the words, "Who were ordained beforehand according to the purpose of him that 
worketh all things after the counsel of his will." Eph. 1:11. Thus it is impossible for 
us to miss the inheritance of children. Peter, in his epistle, reminds the Christians, 
the scattered strangers, of their high honor, that they are "elect," and indeed chosen 
"according to the providence of God the Father," xaTa mpoyvoon deov zatpdc, in that 
God 

has chosen them in advance to be his own, "in the sanctification of the Spirit," in 
that God has intended for them his Holy Spirit, who should separate them from the 
world and the corruption of the world, "for obedience," €? ¢ dmayox, that is, to the 
obedience of faith, for where in the New Testament the characteristic conduct of 
Christians is briefly denoted by , faith is always meant, obedience to the gospel, 
"and to the sprinkling of the blood of JEsu Christ," that is, electing to faith and 
justification. 1 Petr. 1, 1. 2. Also Rom. 8, 29. 30. where Paul does not speak with 
'we" or "ye," but objectively with oug, tovrov¢, of the persons who are provided and 
ordained, he has in mind the Christians to whom his epistle is addressed, those who 
love God, v. 28. There then it is said, that God "hath provided beforehand,” ovc 
mpoéyve, in advance He 

He also ordained that they should be conformed to the image of his Son, that he 
should be the firstborn among many brethren," that they should be made partakers 
of the glory of Christ; and that God then introduced these very persons into the way 
that leads to glory, "called them," "justified them," and thus already "made them 
glorious," in that calling and justification guarantee them the future glory. Thus our 
calling, justification, what God does to us in time to make us blessed, is nothing else 
but the execution of his eternal elective decree. In all these scriptural statements 
concerning the election of grace, the reference is emphatically made to these same 
particular persons, the elect of God, the believing children of God, and to these the 
consolation of eternal grace is applied. On the basis of the Scriptural doctrine of the 
election of grace, every individual Christian should therefore think of himself and 
speak to himself: What | am and have as a Christian, | owe to the grace of God, to 
eternal grace. Before | was, before the foundation of the world, God had already 
thought of me, of me in particular, and directed his attention to me, 
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God has already counseled in eternity how he would bring me to the saving 
knowledge of Christ, has provided the hour of my conversion, and has ordered all 
my destinies in such a way that all things must serve me for the best, for the salvation 
of my soul. And the fact that | am now introduced into the kingdom of Jesus Christ, 
that | know Jesus my Savior, and that | have saved my faith through so many great 
dangers and temptations, is due to the fact that God has already taken my salvation 
and everything that belongs to it into his almighty hand from eternity. Truly my faith, 
my salvation, rests on an unshakable foundation, on God's eternal election, 
providence, decree, on the purpose of him who works all things according to the 
counsel of his will. 

This is the plain scripture concerning the election of grace and the cause of our 
faith. Yes, what the Scripture teaches is as clear as day, as John 3:16. Only he who 
mixes his own wisdom into the Scripture sees darkness here, he makes the light dark 
for himself. Human reason and wisdom concludes: If some believe and are saved 
because God has chosen them from eternity, others are lost because God did not 
want them to be saved. But such a conclusion has no support or ground in the text 
of Scripture, in the Scriptural statements concerning the election of grace. For there 
only the persons of the elect are spoken of, and not those who perish. This 
conclusion, on the other hand, overturns the clear teaching of Scripture concerning 
the general will of grace. 

The scriptural doctrine of the general will of grace and the scriptural doctrine 
of the election of grace do not contradict each other. That God leads me and my 
fellow-believers to salvation by the way of faith, and that he has determined this from 
eternity, is quite consistent with the other, that God wills that all men believe and be 
saved. The general will of grace goes out to the elect. That God has so firmly 
established and secured the faith and salvation of myself and my fellow-believers, 
that he has chosen me in eternity to faith and salvation, and in time works faith in 
me, and through faith preserves me to salvation, does not contradict those other 
statements, that God wills that all men be helped, that Christ died for all men, that 
the Holy Spirit earnestly desires to convert all who hear the word, and that most men 
are lost because they oppose God's gracious will with their own evil will, because 
they reject Christ's merit, because they thwart the Holy Spirit's efforts of love. There 
is no contradictio in adjecto here; for the two doctrines deal precisely with different 
matters. They are only separate 
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Truths which we cannot convey with our reason, which we cannot reconcile in our 
view. But God has not commanded us to build bridges from one truth to another. He 
who undertakes this at his own risk builds into the air and breaks his neck. Through 
the scriptural statements of the general will of grace, and through the scriptural 
statements of the election of grace, the same sun of grace shines, only in separate 
rays, in manifold splendours. And what is the matter with us if we do not look into 
heaven, into the inward parts of God, and cannot observe how these separate rays 
come forth from a single focal point? We walk here on earth in the light of the 
manifold, troAuTroikiAoc, Eph. 3:10, wisdom and grace of God more cheerfully than 
by day. 

We leave the two doctrines each in its place and do not mutilate them by 
pressing them against and into each other. But also in application, we practice each 
doctrine in its own time and where it is appropriate. Scripture also gives us 
instruction for the use of both truths. Jesus held the saying John 3:16 against 
Nicodemus and won him over with it, turning him from a Pharisee into a disciple. 
When we want to win sinners and convert them, especially in missionary work, we 
take 1 Tim. 2, 4. Joh. 3, 16. and similar sayings as the text of our sermon and 
instruction and first keep completely silent about the election of grace. Such words 
of God as "Thus hath God loved the world," etc., are, above all others, intended to 
kindle saving faith in the hearts of men. We remind a deeply fallen man, after we 
have convicted him of his guilt and iniquity, that Christ died for the ungodly, that 
Christ is the propitiation for the whole world's sin. The sins of the whole world. But 
to those who oppose the preaching of the gospel, or who are weary of the word, we 
bring to their minds what a dreadful thing it is when a man does not esteem himself 
worthy of eternal life, when a man resists the Holy Spirit of God, so that they may 
be alarmed and come to their senses before it is too late. To believing Christians we 
present the abundant power and grace of God, to which they owe their faith, their 
Christianity, so that they may recognize it ever better and become ever more firmly 
rooted in it. We comfort believing Christians with the election of grace. We urge our 
Christians to give thanks. The more praise and thanksgiving, the better Christianity 
will be. We teach them to speak with Paul: "Praise be to God and the Father of our 
Lord Jesus Christ, who has blessed us with all spiritual blessings in heavenly goods 
through Christ," and show them what special cause they have to thank God also for 
having chosen them through Christ before the foundation of the world, that the 
blessing of which they rejoice as Christians is not a fleeting, uncertain good, but a 
lasting, sure benefit, 
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because he anchors in eternity. In 2 Thess. 2 the apostle spoke of the great apostasy 
in the last time, and then continues, "But we ought always to thank God for you, 
beloved brethren of the Lord, that God hath chosen you." etc. We call out to our 
Christians to encourage and strengthen them: "Even though many on both sides 
become unfaithful and depart from the faith, you God has chosen from the beginning 
for salvation in the faith of the truth. Your faith is included in eternal election, therefore 
it will remain. Rom. 8 Paul, 1 Pet. 1 the apostle Peter speaks courage and comfort 
to the suffering, persecuted, anxious Christians and comforts them with their eternal 
election, providence and ordinance, which will help them over the sufferings and 
anxieties of this time and lead them safely to the blessed goal. We are to follow this 
example. But when a Christian is in fear and anxiety whether he will be saved, 
whether he belongs to the elect, when his Christianity becomes doubtful and begins 
to waver, we fall back on the general promises of God's grace. This is a certain 
conclusion, which, of course, only faith understands and carries out: Thus God loved 
the world. Whether | have the right faith, that is the very question that torments me. 
But there is no question that | belong to the world, that | am a part of the lost world. 
Now God loved the world. So he also loved me, so he will also make me blessed, so 
| am also an elect. So both separate doctrines, each in its own way, serve the same 
purpose, for the blessedness of souls. 
G. St. 
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(Continued.) Il. 


On the history of criticism. 
3. 
The recent deed hypothesis. 

In the last section of this work 1) we have briefly outlined the history of the so- 
called newer documentary hypothesis about the origin of the Pentateuch and have 
shown how almost no well-known Old Testament theologian of the present day 
believes that the Book of Five was written by Moses, but rather that it was compiled 
from various documents. And however different the views of today's Old Testament 
critics may be in detail, as we shall also show, they nevertheless maintain that in 
general, in the recognition and distribution of the assumed source writings, they 
come to a 


1) December issue 1903, p. 359. 
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have come to a certain unanimity. This is a fact that we do not dispute, but which is 
triumphantly proclaimed by the critics, and which gives their statements the 
appearance of truth in the eyes of the unprejudiced multitude and makes a great 
impression. For they all agree essentially that the Pentateuch in its present form is 
based on four main documents, which are no longer designated as before with easily 
misleading names, but with mere letters, which designation we also use now. These 
main documents, briefly characterized, are the following: 

P, that is, priestly writing or priestly codex, 1) the record of the legal regulations 
about sacrifices, purifications, etc. with a historical introduction to it. This document 
begins, according to the assumption of the critics, Gen. 1, 1. and uses the name of 
God, Elohim. It is the same document that Ewald called the "book of origins", Tuch 
the "basic scripture", Hupfeld the "first or older Elohist", Dillmann called, others still 
differently named. 

J, that is, Jahvist, so called because of the use of the name of God Jahve. This 
source scripture begins 1 Mos. 2, 4b., and was called by Tuch "Completer", by 
Dillmann with C, by others still differently. 

E, that is, Elohist, also characterized by the use of the name of God Elohim. 
This is what Hupfeld calls the "second or younger Elohist," designated by Dillmann 
with B, by others again differently. His writing begins "certainly first Gen. 20, probably 
schop Gen. 15, 2." 2) D, that is, the Deuteronomist, the author of the main part of 
Deuteronomy. The radical critic Cornill remarks on this point: "The literary problem 
may be regarded as on the whole solved, and brought to a certain result. That the 
Pentateuch is worked together from four independent source writings..." (he 
mentions here the four documents), "is generally admitted. Also about the distribution 
of the Pentateuch to these four source writings there is essentially agreement. What 
is disputed is the relative age of the same, on which question then, of course, 
depends the view of the origin and composition of the Pentateuch now before us." 3) 
And the "more positive" critic Strack expresses himself in the same way, when he 
says: "The following propositions may be described as fairly generally recognized 
results of previous research," and then first states the documents mentioned. 4) One 
therefore does not want to preserve even these "assured results" in the theological 
circle, 


1) The term and designation was introduced by the Dutchman Kuenen. 


) 
2) Strack, "Introduction to the Old Testament". Fourth edition, p. 31. 
3) "Introduction to the Old Testament." Second edition, p. 27. 
4) Introduction, p. 31. 
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but to make it the common property of the Christian people. Already fourteen years 
ago, a new German literal translation of the Old Testament was published in 
Germany by Prof. Kautzsch in Halle in cooperation with ten colleagues, in which the 
letters explained above always indicate in the margin from which source scripture the 
relevant passage or verse is supposed to originate. In the preface it says: "The 
restless work of the last decades has often led to important results concerning the 
origin of individual biblical books, as well as their composition from originally 
independent source writings. . . . If it is the duty of the theologian to become 
thoroughly acquainted with all this, then, on the other hand, not a few educated Bible- 
loving laymen have a lively desire to be informed about the real results of rigorous 
scientific research into the Scriptures in a commonly understandable and yet reliable 
manner." 1) And probably even better known is the "Polychrome Bible" or "Rainbow 
Bible", published by Prof. Haupt in Baltimore in connection with 38 scholars of 
Germany, England and America, which brings the assumed different source 
scriptures of the Bible in different colors. Originally offering only the Hebrew basic 
text, an English edition has also appeared since 1897, 2) the appearance of which 
Prof. Haupt justifies in a letter to the well-known journalist W. T. Stead in the following 


words: "There is a general consensus of opinion among the best scholars concerning the 
principal results of modern Biblical criticism, so that the attempt to make these scholarly 


laboratories accessible to the general public is certainly not premature." In the edition of the 
book of Judges which we have just received, in this Bible work which is even patented 
here and there, one page of 38 lines is printed in 5 colors which alternate with each 
other 8 times. 

We have intentionally spoken of four main documents in the foregoing; 
however, our presentation would not be complete if we did not at least briefly mention 
that the newer critics, partly as good as general, partly isolated, assume even more, 
albeit subordinate source writings. First, there would be the generally recognized and 
also for the hypothesis inevitably necessary Redactor, R, to mention, who united 
these sources, but did not limit himself to them, but naturally also made his own 
additions. Likewise, a document H is as good as generally assumed, the "Holiness 
Law" first so-called by Klostermann, Lev. 17-26. And finally, the very latest critics let 


1) "The Holy Scriptures of the Old Testament . . . translated and edited by E. Kautzsch." 
P. Ill f. 
2) "The Sacred Books of the Old and New Testament. A new English Translation printed in Colors 


exhibiting the composite structure of the Books." 
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the mentioned four main documents again originated from different sources, worked 
together and thereby expanded. Thus, for example, Cornill, Budde, and others 
assume three Jahvists, J’, the oldest form, and 42, a younger relation, both of which 
are then united in an independent manner. 1) Of the Elohist, according to Kuenen, 
Cornill, and others, there is a basic form, E' , and a later, altered edition, E? . 2) 
Wellhausen, who is then followed by disciples, sets up in his main critical work as 
the underlying nucleus of the priestly writing, often expanded in the course of time, 
the source Q, the four-covenant book (quatuor foederum Uber), which contains the 
four sections: The History of Heaven and Earth, Gen. 1; The History of Adam; The 
History of Noah; The History of the Sons of Noah. 3) Likewise Wellhausen, K6nig, 
and others assert that the writings of the Jahvist and Elohist had already been 
worked together before the last of the redactors, of whom therefore several are to 
be assumed, laid his hand, and this worked together writing they call the Jehovist, 
JE, in distinction from the simple Jahvist. 1) According to Kautzsch and many 
others, there are sources Dt, by which the so-called Deuteronomists are designated, 
who made additions to Deuteronomy in the sense and spirit of the Deuteronomist. 
5) But we do not want to tire our readers with further enumerations. One of the newer 
introductions to the Old Testament, which we have already mentioned repeatedly, 
can give them further information about this. 

To these various sources the whole Pentateuch is now distributed, not only 
according to larger sections and chapters, but according to verses, parts of verses, 
and individual words, so that the most colorful picture (in the "Polychrome Bible" quite 
literally) comes into being, and one would have to laugh at the critics' rage for 
dissecting and picking apart, if it happened to any other book than the holy word of 
our God. For the sake of trial, we here set down how Strack, who is still one of the 
most "conservative" critics, dissects Genesis; more liberal critics proceed in a much 
more confident, definite, and incisive manner. He designates as the contents of the 
by understanding under a and b always the first and second half of the verse: "Gen. 
1-2, 4a.; 5 (without v. 29.); 6, 9-22.; 7, 11.-8, 5. (without 7, 12. 16b. 17. 22. f. 8, 2b.); 
13a. 14-19.; 9, 1-17. 28. f.; 10, 1-7. 20. 22.f. 31. f.; 11, 10-27. 31. f.; 12, 4b. 5.; 13, 
6. 11b. 12a.; 16, 1a. 3. 15. f; 17; 19, 29.; 21, 1b. 2b-5.; 23; 25, 7-20. (without 11a. 
18.) 26b.; 26, 34. f.; 27, 46.-28, 9. (29, 24. 29.; 30, 22 a. 2); 31, 18. (from XXX); 33, 
18 a.; 34, esp. v. 1.2 a. 4. 6. 8-10. 


1) Cornill, Introduction, 53 f. 2) Cornill, Introduction, p. 48. 
3) "The Composition of the Hexateuch," p. 3 f. 

4) "The Composition of the Hexateuch," p. 3. 

5) "The Holy Scriptures of the Old Testament," S. I. 
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14-17. 20-24.; 35, 6a. 9-15. (v. 9. stems from R; v. 14. ?) 22b-29.; 36, at least 6-8. 
40-43.; 37, 1. 2. (XXXX XXXXX XXX); 

41, 46.; 46, 6-27.; 47, (5.6 a. 2) 7-11. 27b. 28.; 48, 3-7.; 49, 1a. 28b-33.; 50, 12. f." 
1) We see from Strack's own question marks that he is often not sure of his own 
case. He becomes even more modest when he comes to the other source writings. 
There he says, at least in the fourth edition of his work, which is still available to us: 
J and E are very often not to be distinguished from each other at all or not with 
certainty. For example, here are some passages that certainly belong to E and some 
that certainly do: J: Gen. 2:4b-9. 16-25.; 3:1-19.; 12:1-9. (without 4b. 5.); 18:1-16. 
20-22a. 33b.; 19 (without v. 29.); 23; 32, 4-14 a.; 38; 44. L: Gen. 20, 1-17.; 21, 8- 
31.; 41, 1-30.; 42, 8-26.29-37.; 50, 15-26." 2) This relative restraint and modesty of 
Strack, however, will at any rate be interpreted to him by his more critically directed 
peers as unscientificness and lack of sharpness and penetrating investigation. For 
Cornill, for example, if we count with him, ascribes to the Jahvist in Genesis over 
100 sections, verses, or parts of verses always interrupted by other source writings, 
of which he marks only 6 with question marks, and to the Elohist nearly 100 sections 
with only 3 question marks. 3) And in this way all the newer Old Testament critics 
and exegetes proceed in their isagogic-critical and exegetical works. A quite 
unbelievable expenditure of time and energy is expended by them on this source 
analysis; all acumen is mustered to make new observations and to determine new 
sources and revisions and expansions and redactions. In the process, the most 
daring hypotheses are presented as established truth; the writers, especially of the 
assumed four main documents, are operated with as quite definite, known greats, 
while in history no trace of these totally unknown, purely imagined greats is to be 
found. One undertakes to determine their age, their origin, their fatherland, although 
just in these questions one critic often contradicts the other. ReuB and Kuenen, for 
example, assume that Jahvist wrote in the northern kingdom, in the kingdom of 
Israel; on the other hand, Wellhausen, Cornill, Kautzsch, and probably the majority 
of critics hold that he belonged to the kingdom of Judah. The Elohist is decidedly 
attributed to the kingdom of Israel, and his writing, according to Kautzsch, is the 
"History Book of the Northern Empire," according to Kuenen, Stade, Cornill, and 
others, was written about the year 750; but Kuenen asserts that in the following 
century an altered edition of it, E? was produced for Judah. Merely in order to give a 
coherent sample, we place here what Cornill describes as the result of his page- 


1) Introduction, p. 40. 2) Introduction, p. 41. 3) Introduction, p. 28 f. 
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long investigation on the composition of Deuteronomy: "In the year 621 1) was 
published and probably not much earlier written D, that is, Capp. 12-26 to the extent 
attempted to be determined above, and perhaps at the end a curse on the non- 
observance of this law. Two special editions of D were published independently of 
each other, both of which provided the work with an introduction and a conclusion. 
The one, D" , contained Cap. 1, 1-4. 8.; 4, 44.; 12, 1.-26, 15. in an edit of the editor, 
32, 45-47. or something similar to it, and 27, 1-8. in part, in any case the provision 
to have the law written on stones after the passage over the Jordan. Proliferations 
within are Cap. 4, 9-40. and 26, 16-19. The second, D® , contained Cap. 4, 45.-9, 
29.; 10, 10.-11, 32.; 12, 1.-26, 15. in this editor's arrangement, 27, 9. 10.; 28-30 and 
31, 9-13. In this edition was subsequently inserted 10, 1-5. 8. 9. D’ can only date 
from the time of the Babylonian exile, which Cap. 29 and 30 is clearly presupposed. 
Whether D" is older or younger cannot be said because of the complete lack of clues 
for determining the time. Neither will it be possible to determine in detail the part that 
these two editors played in the revision of D; only uncertain assumptions could be 
ventured here. Cap. 4, 41-43. and 10, 6. 7. belong first to the redaction of the 
complete Pentateuch." So far Cornill. 2) What a bright-eyed critic is capable of 
discovering and locating in a written work which, even according to his own liberal 
opinion, attained its present form 2500 years ago! It was certainly not too harshly 
expressed when the late reformed Dr. Adolf Zahn, who vigorously represented and 
defended the truth in these critical questions, entitled two smaller writings worth 
reading: "Serious Glimpses into the Delusion of the Modern Criticism of the Old 
Testament. 3) But even his testimony was only ridiculed or ignored. If one comes 
to an exegetical lecture of these critics today, the main thing one hears is not actual 
textual interpretation, but higher criticism, and in the same way, in the latest Old 
Testament commentaries, which are almost exclusively edited by such critics, the 
explanation of the words takes a back seat and the source analysis, which has been 
somewhat cynically, but quite aptly, called a syllabification, a word-stealing, a 
working with scissors and the paste pot, comes to the fore. 

1) As previously remarked ("L. u. W." 49, 140), modern criticism unanimously holds that 
the code of laws mentioned in 622 or 621 under King Josiah of Hilkiah, 2 Kings 22:8 ff, is 


Deuteronomy. 
2) Introduction, p. 42. 3) appeared in 1893 and 1894. 


4) The American theologian Bartlett rightly says of the work of these critics: "The 


evidence is made chiefly by scissors, by forcible dealings, 
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Commentary works, the "Handcommentary on the Old Testament" published by 
Nowack in connection with other scholars, prints the translation of the Hebrew text 
in 8 different kinds of letters in the interpretation of Deuteronomy taken care of by 
Steuernagel, in order to make the source distinction quite vivid. And the more boldly 
one now divides the biblical text in half and in four and performs "master operations" 
by eliminating words and verses that do not belong to the original scripture, the 
"higher" critic he is, the more he is admired and praised by his fellow critics, and one 
would like to call the older, now deceased critics of the nineteenth century almost 
temperate against the younger generation who now claim the reigns in all critical 
questions of the Old Testament, the Wellhausen, Cornill, Gunkel, Duhm, Budde, 
Bantsch, Holzinger, Bertholet, Steuernagel, Marti, Cheyne, etc. There will be 
something further to be said about this in the following section. 1) a 


"Weapons of Justice." 


(Conclusion.) 

The Blechersch-lowasche synergism is also abundantly expressed elsewhere 
in this article. Thus it says p. 260: "But we distinguish with all diligence the offering 
of divine grace from the drawing of divine grace. Offered is grace to all men who 
come to hear God's word, but not every man is called by the first sermon he hears." 
And p. 261: "While God offers grace through the Gospel in general to all who hear 
it(!), 2) he nevertheless proceeds of a kind that, admittedly precisely through the 
disintegrations, excisions, transpositions, omissions, and insertions wrought upon a 
continuous text, often reducing it to small fragments in the process." (Bibliotheca Sacra, 
October, 1898.) 

1) Thus, to cite but one example, Cornill recently paid his "personal thanks" to his 
professional comrade Kratzschmar, who had edited the Prophet Ezekiel for Nowack's 
Commentary, for the "most welcome new eliminations" which the latter had made in the Book of 
the Prophet, and remarks on the elimination of one of these passages: "Here Kratzschmar has 
really performed a master operation." And Bertholet, in a criticism of a little paper by Holzhey on 
"The Book of Kings," says of chapters 3-11: "Here the probe was to be laid deeper, and it would 
have appeared that the origin of these chapters is of a more complicirter kind." ("Theologische 
Rundschau" 4, 414. 6, 75.) The whole Old Testament Scripture is a COrpus vile full of boils and 


growths, which must be cut out and removed by the knife of these surgeons! It is scarcely 
believable in what a frivolous manner these branch theologians speak of God's holy Word, and 
how stinging they are with it. 

2) Underlined by Blecher and marked with an exclamation mark. 
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The Word preached calls and converts this one today and that one tomorrow. But 
the calling is then no mere offering of divine grace, but a drawing, that is, an effective 
seizing of man, by which man's natural nature is so changed that he can do God's 
will, as far as the grace given reaches, 1) not out of his own natural powers, but out 
of the spiritual powers given. As long as grace is only offered 1) man by nature can 
only resist; but as soon as man is drawn 1) he need not resist 2) by any means." - 
This is synergism. The Concordia formula understands "drawing" to mean 
conversion, in the very place to which Blecher repeatedly refers: Muller, p. 594, § 
24: "But before and before man is enlightened by the Holy Spirit, converted, born 
again, regenerated, and drawn," etc. These are terms clearly quite synonymous with 
the Concordia formula. See, however, the position of "drawn" at the very back. 
(Blecher, of course, simply omits the words: "enlightened," "converted," "born 
again," "renewed;" but this, | suppose, belongs to the "weapons of righteousness.") 
And "called" in the sense of "drawing" is, of course, also identical with "converting." 
The drawing is that act of God, as it converts man. But Blecher says: "Drawing is an 
effectual taking hold of man, whereby man's natural nature is so changed that he 
can do God's will as far as the grace given reaches; as soon as man is drawn, he 
need not resist at all." Here again we have the Blechian synergism. According to 
this account, God does not work the act of conversion, but the being able to convert. 
The actual act of conversion is wrought by man himself, who, to use a Br Blechian 
expression, "exercises and uses" this "gift and power." But Scripture ascribes more 
to God, not merely the bestowal of the power to convert, but the act of converting. 
"If thou convert me, | shall be converted," Jer. 31:18; "it is God that worketh in you 
both to will and to do, according to his good pleasure," Phil. 2:13. Blecher, of course, 
thinks-at least this is what he says-that the refraining from reluctance and 
conversion are not identical, but that God overcomes natural reluctance "in order to 
convert man," p. 261. Surely this is to say, that conversion takes place on account 
of the refraining from reluctance. Or what is that supposed to mean? It is often 
difficult to get behind the meaning of the words of Blech. For example, this last 
statement of Blech's cancels out the previous one. In the previous one he says: 
"God makes it possible for man to do God's will as far as the grace given reaches." 
According to the context, this means, first of all, that man must give up his reluctance 
and do God's will. 


1) Underlined by Blecher. 2) Underlined by us. 
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can refrain from. According to the last statement, however, God overcomes natural 
reluctance. Or does this mean in the end only this much: God gives man the power 
to leave the natural reluctance? The Scriptures describe the conversion of Ezek. 36, 
26: "| will give you a new heart and a new spirit within you, and will take away the 
stony heart out of your flesh, and will give you a heart of flesh", that means: God 
transforms the resisting heart into a heart that follows Him. God takes away the 
reluctance and gives faith, and that is conversion. 

The "Kirchliche Zeitschrift" admittedly makes a remark here. To the statement: 
"As soon as a man is drawn, he need not resist at all," it says in a footnote: "In order 
to prevent false interpretations, we would rather say: the actual resistance is 
restrained and annulled by the continuing effect of grace." This improvement is lame 
in itself, for it is made merely "to prevent false interpretations." But Blech's statement 
is not made false by false interpretations in the first place; it is false in itself. It is 
synergistic. It does not ascribe the whole work of conversion to God's drawing, but 
the actual omission of the reluctance it ascribes to man. And this, after all, is 
conversion itself. According to the biblical passages cited, God alone works 
conversion, and according to the Concordia formula, "drawing" is identical with 
"converting." Thus we cannot take the footnote of the editors of the "Kirchliche 
Zeitschrift" as an actual correction. Nor does the "Kirchliche Zeitschrift" make any 
comment whatsoever on the drivel about the "three stages of conversion"; indeed, it 
promotes the whole thoroughly synergistic article to print and spreads it throughout 
the world. 

Blecher's distinction between the "offering" of grace and the "drawing" of grace 
is also wrong. For Blecher understands by "drawing" as distinct from offering "an 
effective taking hold of man, by which man's natural nature is changed in such a way 
that he can do God's will as far as the grace given reaches," or, as he expresses it 
on another page in the words of Chemnitz: "because the Holy Spirit gives ability, 
powers, and strength for this. According to this, the Holy Spirit would not give to those 
to whom he "merely offers" grace the ability, powers, and strength to accept grace, 
but the offering of grace or the grace offered would only be an idle pleasure in their 
conversion. But this, after all, is pure Calvinism and Papism. The grace of God, even 
the grace offered, is always powerful for the conversion of man. Of course, it does 
not always result in actual conversion, because man's reluctance prevents it. But it 
is powerful for his conversion. How else could he resist it? Blecher, if he wanted to 
distinguish, would have distinguished as follows 
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must: God offers his grace to all men who ever hear his word, and thereby calls 
them into his kingdom of grace, 1) and by such calling and offering he works on their 
hearts to accept and follow. But men by nature can only resist this effect of God, 
and thus prevent the success of it, their conversion. Therefore God must "draw" 
men, that is, he must overcome their reluctance, he must convert them. 
(Concordienf., Muller, p. 594, § 24.) This then is the "calling," t h e calling which is 
not only powerful, but also successful, because it comes to its end and goal. This is 
identical with "conversion," because it actually converts man, not only gives him the 
power to convert, but really converts him. This is the drawing of which Christ says, 
"No man can come unto me, except the Father draw him." "Draw" does not mean 
merely to give the power to come, which man must then use to accomplish the 
coming himself, but "draw" means really to draw, to effect the coming in man. To 
repeat briefly what has been said, God offers his grace to all who hear his word of 
grace, and works in it for their conversion. Men by nature resist this effect. But God 
draws men, and by such drawing overcomes their reluctance, and causes men to 
come: God converts men. 

In the following paragraphs of his article Blecher deals with "natural" and 
"wanton" resistance. He writes: "But by teaching thus, Father Zorn and his synod 
teach that man by nature cannot but willfully resist the grace of God, and so he blurs 
and eliminates the important distinction between natural and willful resistance. But 
it is quite un-Lutheran to say that man "by nature" willfully resists the grace of God, 
for he who willfully resists no longer resists "by nature," because natural and willful 
resisting are two very different things. Natural reluctance we call that reluctance 
which all men by nature oppose to the grace offered; wanton reluctance, on the 
contrary, we call that reluctance which a man opposes to the drawing, that is, to the 
effect of divine grace. It is necessary to prove that there is an important difference 
between natural and wanton reluctance." 2) ("K. Z." 26, p. 262.) (To this exposition 
the "K. Z." still professes itself especially by the following footnote: "The natural 
reluctance may well appear in such strong form that to the eye of man there no 
longer seems to be any difference between natural and wanton reluctance. 


1) Cf. the invitation to the royal wedding. Also those to whom the invitation was only 
brought, but who did not come at all, were "called", v. 14. 
2) The locked is underlined by Blecher. 
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This, however, does not nullify the fact that for the consciousness of the resisting 
human being as well as for the judgment of God, there is in fact that difference"). 
Further, Blecher describes the "natural" reluctance in the following expressions: "the 
natural natural reluctance" (p. 264); "unwittingly reluctant" (p. 269); "unwittingly 
reluctant out of innate natural blindness" (p. 268). 1) And the "wilful" reluctance he 
thus describes, "If a convert sin against his conscience, therefore wilfully and 
wantonly" (p. 264); "from knowing, superior malice, sinned wilfully" (p.73); "from 
wilfulness and malice, sinned wilfully" (p.73); "knowingly, wilfully, wantonly, from 
wicked malice" (p. 270). 2) And the Redaction of the "K. Z." says in a footnote: "that 
the Muthwillige Widerstreben includes in itself, besides the characteristic of the wilful, 
also that of the obstinate." (S. 263.) 

Blecher refers to Luther, the Concordia formula, and Chemnitz for this doctrine, 
but does not dare to cite a single scripture as proof of his teaching. 2) And that is 
good, because his doctrine cannot be proven from Scripture. Blecher, therefore, after 
the above quotation, thus continues, "For this difference we can adduce no better 
warrant than Dr. Luther." (Op. cit.) But no doctrine can be proved from Luther. He 
himself forbids it, when he writes: "God's Word shall establish articles of faith, and no 
one else, not even an angel." (Schmalk. Art., P. Il, Art. Il, § 15.) A theologian must 
have the Holy Spirit for a warrant for all his doctrines. - Let us, however, look a little 
more closely at the exposition of Blech. He writes: "He who wilfully resists, resists no 
more by nature." But what is there in the willfully resisting, that is, unconverted man, 
that is not nature? "Nature" is the name given to all that man has before and apart 
from regeneration. "Nature" comes from "nascor, natus sum, nasci" = to be born, and 
denotes all that which man has from his birth, as distinguished from that which he 
receives by regeneration, hence also the "wanton" reluctance. Bring one single 
scripture, which proves this "difference" between nature and will of courage! 

But Blecher refers to Luther as his "guarantor" "for this difference. The first 
passage, which he quotes from Luther, reads thus: "Such examples" (namely, of 
Joseph and Mary) "show us how even in the saints, who are God's children and are 
highly pardoned before others, there nevertheless remains weakness, that they often 
err and are lacking, yes, many a thing is wrong. 


1) The locked from us underlined. 
2) Blecher often cites the Scriptures in this part of his article, but there he speaks of Paul 
not having resisted the clearly recognized truth, and therefore not "wilfully". 
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break in themselves, sometimes also grossly, but not wilfully or wantonly 1) 
stumble." (Eberle, p. 134. "K. Z.," p. 262.) Luther here distinguishes, as every one 
sees at first sight, between the sins of weakness of the children of God, and the 
wilful, wanton sins of the unconverted! But this is not a distinction between nature 
and willfulness, but between nature and grace. Those who are governed by grace 
sin from weakness, but those who are not governed by grace (natural men) also sin 
from wantonness. The next quotation from Luther (Eberle, p. 130. "K. Z.," p. 262 f.) 
distinguishes between the "no small weakness" of the children of God, the disciples 
of Christ (Marc. 16, 14.), and the sins of such people as "freely and out of pure malice 
rage against known truth." And so it is with all the quotations from Luther, in which 
he distinguishes between the sins of weakness of Christians and the sins of 
wickedness of the unconverted or hardened. But does Blecher mean to assert that 
all those who, though called of God, wilfully resist and perish, commit "the sin against 
the Holy Spirit," in the narrower sense of which Luther treats in the second place in 
this quotation? Yea, does he even mean to assert that those who for a time wilfully 
resist, and then leave off the wilful resisting, and are converted (S. "K. Z.," p. 74), 
that even they have committed "the sin against the Holy Ghost"? For if all who 
willfully resist commit this sin, then they too must have committed it. One almost gets 
the impression that Blecher means this, when one reads p. 271, how he cites 
Luther's explanation of 1 John 5:16 (|). 

Blecher cites only two or three passages from the Concordia formula, which 
now Says a great deal about resistance, also about "natural" and "wilful" resistance: 
"And although God does not force man to become pious (for those who always resist 
the Holy Spirit and for ever resist even the known truth, as Stephen speaks of the 
stubborn Jews, 7:51, will not be converted). ("K. Z.," p. 265.) From this passage 
Blecher draws the conclusion: God does not work the refraining from wilful 
resistance; man must and can do this himself. He reproaches us for teaching, "But 
if a man is converted, God has wrought the refraining 1) of wilful resistance," and 
here sets us in opposition to the Concordia formula. 

Now that we have shown the hollowness of Blecher's assertions a little, let us 
briefly explain what Scripture and the Confession say about reluctance. According 
to Scripture, the matter stands thus: All men who have not yet been born again, that 
is, who are still natural men- 


1) Underlined by Blecher. 
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They do so not only out of ignorance, because they do not recognise God and His 
grace, but also out of enmity towards God, because they do not want to know 
anything about God and His grace. This enmity is innate in man and so deeply and 
firmly rooted in the human heart that it also then asserts itself when God in his word 
of grace comes before man and reveals himself and his grace to him; and not only 
reveals, but offers; and not only offers, but works on his heart and seeks to change 
his mind, to convert him, to entice and provoke him. Yea, it is just then that this enmity 
against God makes itself resounding. Where is this written? In 1 Cor. 2:14 the apostle 
says that the natural man resists out of ignorance: "The natural man hears nothing" 
(receives nothing) "of the Spirit of God. It is foolishness to him, and he cannot know 
it." Rom. 8:7. says, "To be carnally minded is enmity against God." The carnal mind 
is the mind which man has because he is flesh. V. 5: "They that are carnal are 
carnally minded." But that a man is flesh, that he hath from his birth. Joh. 3, 6: "That 
which is born of the flesh is flesh." So the carnal mind is innate to man, it is "natural" 
to man. And this very natural, innate carnal mind is "enmity against God." How long 
is this carnal mind enmity against God? Always, without end, ad infinitum. This is an 
eternal axiom: "To be carnally minded is enmity against God." As long as a man is 
carnally minded he is enmity against God, he is eo ipso God's enemy. Only when 
man is spiritually minded does this enmity come to an end. And when is man 
spiritually minded? Then, when he is spiritually minded. V. 5d. "But they that are 
spiritually minded are spiritually minded." And when is man spiritual? When he is 
born again. Joh. 3:6d., "That which is born of the Spirit is spirit." Now "being born 
again" is the same as “being converted." Conversion and being born again are 
factually one. For conversion is that "that a man become a believer in JEsum 
Christum." And the new birth is also that, that a man should believe in Jesus Christ. 
(S. Joh. 1, 12. 13. Gal. 3, 26.) So conversion and regeneration are the same thing. 
And since man, as we have seen, is carnally minded, and therefore hostile to God, 
until he is born again, man is hostile to God until he is converted. This is his nature. 
This enmity against God is innate in him. It follows irrefutably from this that man is 
hostile to God, and by nature hostile, until he is converted; that therefore he is also 
hostile to God, out of his innate enmity, when God comes before him in his word of 
grace, and reveals and offers himself and his grace to him, and seeks to change his 
mind, to convert him. 
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Yes, but is there not an intermediate state, a state in which man is no longer 
wholly flesh and has not yet become spirit? in which man is in the process of 
transition, or at least in which he considers and decides what he will now be? in 
which "the law has drawn man away from sin," so that he refrains from reluctance, 
or at least can refrain from it, so that God may convert him? We answer, The 
Scripture knows nothing of such an intermediate state, Rom. 8, 5. 7 a. Joh. 3, 6. 
According to the Scriptures, man is flesh and hostile to God until he is spirit. - And 
the thought that the law draws man away from sin is pure monstrosity. Just when 
the law approaches the natural man and forbids him to sin, just then sin rises with 
all power and becomes all the more sinful, Rom. 7, 7-13. (Cf. the quotations from 
Luther's interpretation on the Epistle to the Galatians at the beginning of this article). 

We think we have herewith sufficiently proved that the lowa-Blazier distinction 
between "natural, innate" and "wanton" reluctance has no ground in Scripture. 
Scripture calls all reluctance ‘éyxpa eic xe6v, enmity against God, 
and "says that this reluctance, this enmity, is innate in man, that it comes from the 
flesh, which man has from his carnal birth. According to the Scriptures, there is no 
reluctance that goes beyond the natural, innate enmity against God. What can there 


be worse than enmity against God? All natural, unborn men are XXXXX XXX Xeov, and 


remain expa exe xxxx, till God has born them again, till God has converted them, till 
God has changed them from carnal to spiritual men. The matter is not that man 
himself could and ought to diminish, hold down, resp, leave off or refrain from the 
wanton resisting against God, in order that God might convert him; but this is 
conversion, that God overcomes all resisting, all enmity, by the power of his still 
greater grace and love. Man, after all, has the sad power of preventing his 
conversion, of successfully resisting the grace at work in his heart. As we can see 
in the case of the lost Jerusalem, Matth. 23, 37. But if a man leaves his resistance, 
it is in no way due to his actions, behavior, etc., it has no reason in his actions, 
behavior, etc., nor does it have its explanation, but God has done it, God has worked 
it, God has broken and overcome the enmity, the resistance. 

Our opponents basically do not believe the doctrine of original sin. Blecher 
writes, and the lowa "K. Z." prints: "But God has not so deeply rejected human nature 
that man ‘through Adam's fault' could not help but wantonly and persistently forfeit 
the gift of God's grace. 
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respect." ("K. Z.," p.71.) Our opponents do not believe the word, "By Adam's fall is all 
corrupt human nature and being." They do not believe that God's grace must work 
all things, do all things in conversion, all things that belong to its beginning and 
consummation. - The natural man is by nature capable of everything, even of the 
most stubborn and obstinate opposition. He is capable of resisting truth that is clearly 
known. As much as there is in him, he would do so, always. If a man does not do 
this, itis only due to the grace of God. Paul, too, to whose conversion Blecher devotes 
almost four pages, was according to his natural ability and disposition "enmity against 
God" - it is he, after all, who inculcates this doctrine Rom. 8. And when Paul later 
confesses that he resisted out of ignorance before his conversion, this is to be 
understood with Luther to mean that he had not yet become hardened against the 
clearly recognized truth as the Pharisees were. And on the way to Damascus, when 
Christ revealed himself to him, he would have actually resisted, as much as was in 
him. That he did not do so was merely because Christ overcame the enmity and took 
it away. Paul does not speak of his ignorance in order to boast. In the following verses 
he calls himself the greatest and noblest of sinners and says that Christ showed him 
XXX XXKXXX XXXXXXXXXX all the fullness of his patience. Besides, the history of Paul's 
conversion, Apost. 9, shows most clearly that God alone does everything in 
conversion, beginning, means, and end, and that man can do absolutely nothing for 
this work but resist and resist until the Lord has won the battle and the man is 
converted. 

As for the assertion: "It is quite un-Lutheran to say that man ‘by nature’ wilfully 
resists," we will not say much about it. Whether a doctrine is Lutheran or un-Lutheran 
will have to be decided from the confessions of the Lutheran Church. The Lutheran 
Church has spoken out very clearly on this question in the Formula of Concord. We 
shred a number of sayings of the Concordia Formula here. "Whether he (the natural 
man) may well govern the outward members, and hear the gospel, and to some 
extent consider it, and also speak of it, as is to be seen in the Pharisees and 
hypocrites, yet he thinks it foolishness, and cannot believe it, thinks himself also 
worse than a block in the case, that he is contrary and hostile to God's will, 1) where 
the Holy Spirit is not strong in him, and kindles and works faith and other godly virtues 
and obedience in him." (And then, of course, he is no longer a natural man, but a 


converted one.) (Sol. Decl. Il, 8 24. 


1) Latin: rebellis et inimicus. 
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Muller, p. 594.) "The natural or carnal free will, before the regeneration, will be 
contrary and hostile to God's law and will ... of an innate, evil, unruly nature, hostile 
to God and His will, where it is not enlightened and governed by God's Spirit." (A. a. 
O., § 18.) 1) The natural man "continues in his security, even knowingly and willingly 
(etiam sciens volensque), ... Before he is enlightened, converted, and born again by 


the Holy Spirit... . Natura enim hominis est inimicitia adversus Deum." (A. a. O., §§ 21. 
22.) "On the other hand, God's Word testifies that the natural, unregenerate man's 
mind, heart, and will in the matter of God are not only turned away from God, but are 
also turned and perverted against God to all evil. He is not only weak, impotent, 
incapable, and dead to goodness, but is also so miserably perverted, poisoned, and 
corrupted by original sin, that he is of a kind and nature wholly evil, and contrary and 
hostile to God, and too vigorous, lively, and active in all things displeasing and 
repugnant to God. (A. a. O., 8 17.) "This doctrine" (the doctrine of the Concordia 
formula) "of the incapacity and wickedness of our natural free will (malitia naturalis 
liberi arbitrii)." (Op. cit., 8 46.) 

We hardly need to say anything about the atrocious distortion of the teachings 
of Father Zorn and the Missouri Synod, which is found on page 31 of the "K. Z.". 
Even he who does not "agree with our execution" will "easily be able to pass 
judgment" on it. There are also many other things in the article in the "K. Z." that do 
not deserve refutation. The article is thoroughly confused and wrong, and bears 
brilliant witness to the absurdities into which one falls when, for the love of synergism 
and reason, one shreds from one's eyes the clear sayings of Scripture and the 
confessional writings, and yet wants to adorn oneself with Scripture and confession. 
Incidentally, the writer of the article in the "K. Z." does not seem to have had a good 
conscience in the way he dealt with Luther's writings. He writes at the end: "Should 
the Missouri Synod succeed in bringing in passages from Luther's writings which 
speak in Missouri's favor, but contradict us, then the Missouri Synod would have the 
right to appropriate from Luther's writings what it pleases, but it has now and never 
a right to call other synods, which can refer to Luther's clear explanation of the 
Scriptures, un-Lutheran and impostors. If, however, the Missouri Synod does so, it 
only proves that it is arguing against Luther, that out of stubbornness and defiance it 
is creating discord in the 


1) The blocked words Latin: "rebellabit et inimicum erit" ... . "pro insita sua rebelli et 


contumaci natura Deo et voluntati ejus hostiliter repugn nare". 
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Church and promotes sectarianism." (p. 75.) A good self-testimony, indeed! In 
Luther's writings there may be passages that speak in Missouri's favor but contradict 
Missouri's opponents. In such a case Missouri has the right to appropriate from 
Luther's writings what she likes, provided, namely, that she lets her opponents also 
appropriate what they like, and lets them be good Lutherans. If, however, she does 
not do the latter, but calls the opponents un-Lutheran and impostors, she only proves 
by this that she is arguing against Luther, etc. The writer of the article does not seem 
to notice at all that he is thereby at his own throat. For what else does he do in this 
whole article than to call Missouri's doctrine false, and thus Missouri un-Lutheran, 
and the Missourians Calvinists, and thus impostors? And this, although he admits 
that Missouri may bring and appropriate passages from Luther which speak in 
Missouri's favor and contradict the opponents! Thus he "only proves that he and his 
comrades argue against Luther, cause discord in the Church of God out of obstinacy 
and defiance, and promote sectarianism." J. A.R. 


Ecclesiastical contemporary history. 


1. America. 

The inerrancy of Scripture has been repeatedly denied within the General Council. Now 
it happens again in The Lutheran Church Review of January of this year, in the article: "The 
Lutheran Doctrine of Inspiration" by Father Stump. In it, among other things, the following 
propositions are made: "But as to the doctrine of inspiration, that is, as to a definite theory of 
the nature and manner of inspiration, - on this point the Confessions are silent. We cannot, 
therefore, speak of a Lutheran doctrine of inspiration in an official or confessional sense. The 
doctrine must be sought, not in the Confessions, but in the writings of the theologians of the 


Church." (p. 22.) There is, however, no special article on inspiration in the Concordia, but it does 
express the doctrine that the words of Holy Scripture are words of the Holy Spirit, and therefore 
free from error. - Of verbal inspiration (as advocated, e. g., by Quenstedt and Baier), according 
to which God inspired the sacred writers not only with thoughts, but also with all words, p. 27 is 


thus judged: "It will be seen that this theory, as well as that of the fathers of the second century, 
practically eliminated the human element; the fathers by supposing an ecstatic state of the 
writers; the dogmaticians by reducing the writers to the level of mere machines." Further, p. 
30: "The error in this doctrine of verbal inspiration, which was manifestly carried to an 
extreme, lay in reducing inspiration to a mechanical process on the part of the Biblical writers, 
and regarding the Holy Spirit as using only their hands and not their intellectual and spiritual 
faculties. It is in conflict with all that we know of the Holy Spirit's activity. 
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In such a view the apostolic writers could no longer be regarded as witnesses-inspired 
witnesses indeed, but witnesses nevertheless-of Christ... This doctrine of a mechanical 
verbal inspiration, which is neither provable from Scripture, nor demanded by the necessities 


of the case, did not long reign undisputed." Of the two assertions, that Scripture knows no 
verbal inspiration and that Quenstedt leads a mechanical doctrine of inspiration, here again the 
exact opposite is true. The first is clear from 2 Tim. 3, 16. and Joh. 10, 35. And that Quenstedt 
did not lead a mechanical doctrine of inspiration is clear from Quenstedt himself, even from the 


poor citations in the Church Review, e.g., on p. 27: "They wrote simply as 'the amanuenses of 
God, the hand of Christ, and the scribes or notaries of the Holy Spirit, though ‘not ignorantly 
and unwillingly, but cheerfully, willingly, intelligently,’ ‘at the dictation of the Holy Spirit.” 
- With verbal inspiration, of course, falls the jrthlessness of Scripture. The Lutheran Church 
Review limits it to the doctrine of salvation. P. 38 states, "According to Jacobs, ‘the Holy 
Scriptures are the infallible and inerrant record of God's revelation of His saving grace to 
men." According to Jacobs, the Holy Spirit preserved the scribes from "all theological error," 
but not from all errors in astronomy, geology, and physics. Pp. 39 and 40: "The holy writers 
were not inspired, however, to be ‘teachers of astronomy, or geology, or physics,’ and no 
number of contradictions in this sphere would 'shake our confidence in the absolute authority 
of Holy Scripture as the infallible test of theological truth, an inerrant guide in all matters of 


faith and practice." So Jacobs teaches. And p. 42, Stump also rebukes the Lutheran dogmatists 
of the seventeenth century for claiming jrthumlessness for all of Holy Scripture. Stump writes, 


"The dogmaticians were led to maintain it (the verbal inspiration) by the exigencies of the 
times and the stress of their severe dialectics." (Stump is fibbing here; the dogmatists were 
interested in presenting the clear teaching of Scripture on inspiration. F. B.) "And as a result of 
their doctrine, they were logically obliged to claim the absolute impossibility of any kind of 
error or inaccuracy whatsoever in the Scriptures, even in unimportant externals; and 
furthermore to claim that the Scriptures are not only the sole and infallible guide in matters 
of religion, but also an infallible guide in matters of human science so far as they touched 
upon any part of science's domain, - claims which a careful examination of the Scriptures 
and the purpose for which they were written do not bear out." Stump professes the proposition 
that the Bible is infallible where it preaches Christ. He writes p. 44: "Their center and core is 
Christ; they testify of Him; their one great and all-embracing purpose is to testify of Him. 


And in this sphere they are infallible and inerrant." - itis evident that we are dealing here with 
a gross denial of the doctrine of inspiration. And it seems that this attack on the principle of 
Lutheran theology finds no contradiction in the Council. Scripture clearly testifies that all 
Scripture is inspired by God, and that no word in Scripture can be broken. And the Lutheran 
Confession bases all its doctrines on these very premises. In the Conciliar, however, both 


propositions are unceremoniously thrown into the rumpus chamber. According to The Lutheran 
Church Review, the Bible is infallible only where it speaks of theological matters! But with what 


is this theory to be proved? With the Scriptures? It is not supposed to contain any doctrine of 
inspiration! With the Lutheran symbol? That is supposed to be- 
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if the answer to this question remain guilty! With reason? It is true, however, that Jacobs and 
Stump have followed reason in this matter. They want to posit a theory of inspiration that is not 
found in Scripture or in the Confession. But whoever allows himself to be ridden by reason in 
theology, it irresistibly drives him further, further than he himself originally intended to go. Even 
where Jacobs and Stump intend to pause, reason does not stop. Reason rather calls out to them: 
"Why stop halfway? Be consistent! You are on the slippery slope, and there is no stopping there. 
He who tells the untruth in nine things cannot be trusted in the tenth. If the Bible errs in astronomy, 
geology, physics, chronology, etc., you can believe it also in theologicis only so far as you have 
convinced yourselves otherwise of the correctness of its statements." So there is probably 
nothing left for the Concilitarians to do but blindly follow the authorities in this matter: Jacobs and 
Stump, (provided, of course, that they do not appeal to European authorities). It is not too much 
to say, if we call the inspiration theory of the Church Review just also absurd and inconsistent. 
According to Jacobs and Stump, Scripture is supposed to be absolutely infallible in its theological 
expositions. But it can only be so if the writers were infallible of themselves, or if the infallible 
God saw to it that they always chose only the right words. The former even Stump and Jacobs 
will not accept, for that would be blasphemy. So they must choose the second; and this is 
identical with verbal inspiration. If, as Jacobs and Stump say, Scripture is truly (without deception) 
infallible (infallible, inerrant) in all its theological expositions, then all the words found in these 
expositions must also be set by the Holy Spirit (who alone can infallibly strike the right). If words 
are found in them which men have set without the Holy Spirit having guided their choice, there 
can be no question of absolute infallibility even in theological expositions. Even the loci classici 
are no longer infallibly certain truths, if the choice of the words of which they are composed was 
left to fallible men. Verbal inspiration in all theological matters, to this Jacobs and Stump must 


understand themselves, or else they must restrict, or rather drop, their "infallible" and "inerrant" 


in theologicis also. But verbal inspiration in theologicis, and in all non-theologicis no verbal 
inspiration, on the same page of the Bible, nay, even in one and the same sentence of the Bible, 
about ten per cent of the words literally inspired by the Holy Spirit, and ninety per cent not 
inspired, or, conversely, ninety per cent of the words chosen by the Holy Spirit, and ten per cent 
by the writer himself, - this is an idea as inconceivable as it is untenable in the long run, anda 
theory as unreasonable as it is contrary to Scripture. F. B. 


On the divorce question, Dr. Wolf wrote in The Lutheran Observer, January 15: "The 
Episcopalians have made it 'the law of the Church’ that 'no minister, knowingly, after due 
inquiry, shall solemnize the marriage of any person who has a divorced husband or wife still 
living if such husband or wife has been put away for any cause arising after marriage; but this 
canon shall not be held to apply to the innocent party in a divorce for the cause of adultery, 
or to parties once divorced seeking to be united again.' The Methodist Episcopal Discipline, 
under Chapter III, Special Advices, contains this section: 'No divorce, except for adultery, 
shall be regarded by the Church as lawful; and no minister shall solemnize marriage in any 
case. 
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where there is a divorced wife or husband living; but this rule shall not be applied to the 
innocent party to a divorce for the cause of adultery, nor to divorced parties seeking to be 
reunited in marriage.’ The Presbyterian Church (North), in May, 1903, adopted the 
following: 'That this General Assembly hereby enjoins all ministers under its care and 
authority to refuse to perform the marriage ceremony in the cases of divorced persons, except 
as such persons have been divorced upon grounds and for causes recognized as Scriptural in 
the Standards of the Presbyterian Church.' The language of the 'Standards' is: 'Nothing but 
adultery or such willful desertion as can in no way be remedied by the Church or civil 
magistrate is cause sufficient of dissolving the bond of marriage.’ It speaks well for the 
determination of the General Assembly to make itself heard on this subject that the above 
resolution was twice adopted, being offered on different days by different committees. In 
view of their congregational polity, it is impracticable for both the Congregationalists and 
the Baptists to enforce such restrictions upon their ministers. What now is the case with the 
Lutherans of the General Synod? At the Canton convention, 1893, the following resolutions 
were adopted: 'l. That the marriage service by the ministry of the Church can be properly 
given only under the conditions, relations, and limitations set forth in that divine law which 
the Church and the ministry represent. 2. that this Synod understands the divine law as 
allowing no dissolution of the marriage bond except for the one cause specified, viz., 
adultery, and consequently as not permitting remarriage of persons divorced on other 
grounds, or of the guilty party in the case of a legitimate divorce. 3. that the General Synod 
hereby places on record its earnest desire that the ministers of the synods in connection with 
it should carefully harmonize their practice in the solemnization of marriage with these 


divine principles and the rule they indicate.” - Repeatedly resolutions have been passed by 
the various church congregations on this matter; but the pastors care little for the same. The 
same is true of the General Synod. Dr. Wolf therefore advocates that change be brought about 
in this matter. Of course, the General Synod can neither command nor forbid. Therefore the 


decisions of 1893 are only described as "earnest desire", not as a commandment of the Synod. 
But the individual synods could and should act here. Wolf writes: "These undoubtedly possess 
the very power over their ministers which the general bodies among the Episcopalians, 
Methodists, and Presbyterians possess. It is perfectly consistent with our semiPresbyterian, 
semi-Congregational polity for synods to enjoin all ministers under their care and authority 
to refuse to perform the marriage ceremony in certain cases. Each synod holds its clerical 
members to accountability. What is granted at ordination must be exercised in accordance 


with the laws and regulations of the synod, and subject to its disciplinary provisions." - The 
matter is very simple. What God has not commanded, no synod has the power to command. 
What God has not forbidden, no synod may make a matter of conscience. And what God has 
commanded and forbidden, a pastor should follow, even if his synod does not urge him to do 
so; but if it demands the opposite, he should refuse to obey it. The fact is, however, that the 
second point of the resolutions of 1893 goes beyond the Word of God. Public divorce on the 
ground of malicious desertion is not forbidden by God's Word. And the absolute refusal to marry 
one divorced for adultery is nowhere required in the Bible. F. B. 
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How did the doctrine of the divinity of Christ come into being? This question is 
answered in the "Magazine" of the Unirte (p. 401 f.) thus: "The easier sin is taken, the higher the 
natural human power to do good is valued, the more meager will be the concepts of redemption 
and of the Redeemer; conversely, the more seriously and deeply sin is taken, the higher will be 
thought of redemption and reconciliation, and consequently of the Person of the Redeemer. If, 
therefore, the Church, from the earliest times, was able to express the fullness, majesty, and 
glory of what she had in Christ, only by saying: Christ is not only true man, but also true God, 
born of the Father in eternity. This was not born of a theoretical need to philosophize and 
speculate, but the doctrine of the divinity of Christ was born out of a conscious or unconscious 
feeling of the terrible power of sin, of the terrible gravity of the guilt of sin; from the feeling of it, 
that a gigantic work, such as the removal of this guilt and power of sin, was in truth a work of 
God, and therefore could only be brought about by one who was both God and man." - The 
doctrine of the deity of Christ "born out of a conscious or unconscious sense of the awful power 
of sin"-do the unlearned really believe this? According to the sacred Scriptures, the doctrine of 
the Incarnation of the Son of God is a mystery revealed by God in His Word, and of a great and 
peremptory nature, which no human reason is able to infer from any facts. F. B. 


Secularization of Methodism. The Congregationalist writes of February 13: "In the 
burning of the Chicago theater two Methodist ministers and several lay members perished. 
The tragedy has forced into painful prominence in the Methodist Church the question of 
maintaining its rules, which provide for the expulsion of members who persist in attending 
theaters. One lay member who was killed held the highest position a layman can hold in the 
Epworth League, a man who had earnestly advocated a pledge which was adopted by the 
league and which he signed, promising ‘to abstain from all those forms of worldly 
amusements forbidden by the Discipline.’ He had been breaking this pledge for years. The 
New York Christian Advocate frankly and wisely faces the situation by condemning without 
qualification this deliberate violation of a pledge voluntarily assumed as an important duty in 
the service of Christ. The fellow members of this man who knew that he was dishonoring his 
word and who made no public remonstrance have done a grave injury to the Church. The 
question of retaining this rule concerning amusements will be a vital one before the General 


Conference next May." - Methodism in America is eaten up with manifest unbelief, lodge-ism, 
and every kind of world-ism. This is true of the same people who boast to other churches that 
they lay special stress on sanctification and admit no one into their fellowship who does not 
possess the testimony of the Holy Spirit and is certain of his sonship with God; of the same 
people who justify their missions in Lutheran countries by the secularization of the church there. 
F.B. 
Roman attacks on the state schools. Cardinal Gibbons had hardly returned from the 
election of the pope when he also attacked the public schools, branding them as "hotbeds of 
immorality." To the Roman leaves and priests this was a signal for battle all along the line. 
Archbishop Quigley of Chicago was particularly brazen in this. He declared: "The new world 
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was discovered by Catholics, and the cross was planted here in the name of the Church. We 
can't get it out of our heads that Catholics will sooner or later own this new world again." "The 
state today is interfering with the rights of the church. . . . The Protestants and non-Catholics, 
through the present public school system, are endeavoring to prevent Catholic children from 
remaining faithful to their Church, and want to prevent the Catholic Church from gaining a firmer 
foothold. The purpose of the non-Catholics is to hinder the growth of the Church. They will stop 
at no violation of justice to achieve their ultimate ends." "The state must create schools for the 
minority as well as the majority. The state should divide the public school system and maintain 
a separate system for the minority - separate in the sense of religious education. The two 
systems could be under one control, but Catholic principles should be taught in the Catholic 
division." Cardinal Gibbons declared that the best solution of the school question would be to do 
in the United States as in Canada, where the state schools in Quebec are Catholic and 
maintained by the state, and in Ontario the state schools, which are in fact religionless, are 
considered Protestant, but the Catholics are supplied by the state with the funds to establish 
separate schools. - The best weapon the Papists have in this struggle are those Protestants who 
are fanatically endeavoring to convert the State schools into Christian schools in their sense. 
Should the Papists ever succeed in their plans, they will have these Protestants to thank. 
EF. Bi 


Harper of Chicago University calls denominationalism narrowness, and indifferentism 
the true wisdom. Several weeks ago he declared of Chicago University: "It is no longer a 
Baptist institution. ... Religious denominationalism in universities is narrow-mindedness, and 
the fact that the University of Chicago has broken away from this class is an evidence of its 


mental progress. Denominationalism may apply to small colleges, but not to large ones." This 
debate has been welcomed, even from the ecclesiastical side, as "the wise words of a far-seeing 
man." But if, according to Harper, intellectual progress consists in considering truth and error to 
be indifferent and equal, then, according to the same principle, it should also declare all those 
to be morally limited and backward men who do not place themselves beyond right and wrong 
and do not surrender to vice as well as to virtue. F.B. 


ll. Abroad. 


In "Proof of Faith" (1903, p. 380), O. Zéckler writes of the present generation of church 
theologians: "But what the present generation of church theologians has to learn above all from 
Hengstenberg is the joyful courage of faith in confessing biblical truth, that frank, fearless 
entering into the battle against those who despise the faith, which speaks with Paul: "| am not 
ashamed of the gospel of Christ. A weak mediatorial theology of our day has allowed itself to be 
intimidated by the wild clamor of the radical critics who insist on the allegedly ‘incontrovertible 
results' of modern historical research to such an extent that it no longer dares to take firm steps 
in the areas of both Christian prehistory and its Old Testament premises. It is ready to surrender 
even essential elements in our historical foundations of faith to these opponents. Direct denial 
of the opposing arguments is hardly attempted any more. One accepts everything at face value 
that the infallible knowledge- 
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The theology of Christianity has become for the theologians of this school almost synonymous 
with the reduction of Christianity to a few meager remnants, which are then called the ‘essence 
of Christianity’. Apology of Christianity has become for the theologians of this school almost 
synonymous with reduction of it to a few scanty remnants, which are then called the ‘essence of 
Christianity'. The apologetic science appears there as synonymous with naturalistic- 
philosophical criticism. To be an apologist in the older and proper sense of the word is regarded 
as compromising, as scientifically degrading. Woe to the exegete of Old Testament books who 
refers to the New Testament for his assumptions, who puts forward sayings of the Lord in the 
Gospels for the Mosaicity of the Pentateuch or for the great age of Psalms! In this way, he 
demonstrates his scientific superiority, and his suitability for an academic teaching post is over 
forever! And similar principles now apply to all theological subjects in general. The suspicion is 
warded off with fearful sensitivity, as if this or that conservative view, for which one has spoken 
out, were meant apologetically. Yes, the name apologist has almost become a dirty word, at 
least a catchword, with which one stigmatizes backwardness in scientific regard and adherence 
to outmoded views." Only from the standpoint of inspiration can one prove the authenticity of the 
Pentateuch or any other Old Testament writing with a quotation from the New Testament. But 
since Zéckler himself has dropped the verbal inspiration, the negatives will see only consistency 
in his complaint that the appeal to the New Testament is no longer accepted. F. B. 

In what does unbelief consist for the liberals? Dr. Franke answers this question in the 
"Wartburgstimmen" thus: "Once it cost infinite trouble to make mankind understand and believe 
that God moved no other feeling towards mankind than ‘pure love,' that he himself was ‘love. 
Every conceivable reason had to be adduced which allowed God, in spite of His justice and 
holiness, to be forgiving, loving, and which made it possible for men to believe this. Today, when 
we have begun to grasp it, when we are inclined to accept it as a certain fact, when at last 
"complete love begins to drive out fear," we begin to clamor that we are forgetting the holiness 
and justice of God. As if they were in opposition to it! As if his God and the knowledge of it did 
not call a more mature generation to repentance, to sanctification, more than an immature one 
to fear. And now a stale theology is endeavoring to proclaim fear again to believing men, a fear 
which once had its justification, but today has it at most only towards backward people, - and it 
claims to be itself ‘the faith of salvation’! ... All these and similar things, which were once 
necessary and built faith, have today become a terribly oppressive burden that destroys faith 
because it claims to be faith itself. The ‘theology of blood and wounds' is presented by many 
who do not understand the signs of the times as the 'core and star,’ as the ‘essence of 
Christianity,’ because they still do not dare to believe in God's free love, to cling to his grace, in 
short, because they are unbelievers." - The faith that relies on Christ's blood is what liberals call 
"unbelief"! The devil cannot show his horse's foot more plainly. And such preachers are tolerated 
in Germany in Protestant and Lutheran pulpits. In the December issue of the "Monatsschrift fiir 
kirchliche Praxis," even Ndldeke ("Lutheran" pastor in Hanover) boasts that he did not preach to 
his congregation at Christmas 
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The author of the book, the author of the book, said that he had not preached the “old stories 
and fairy tales, nor physiological processes or stupendous natural events and celestial 
phenomena", but "Jesus of Nazareth". F. B. 

Morality is the essence of religion. This is the view of Dr. v. Rottenburg, curator of the 
University of Bonn. On November 22 he declared in a speech: "From various quarters the 
demand is being made that the elementary school should be strictly confessional. In order to 
justify this, it is pointed out that in our country materialism is displacing idealism, and the 
assertion is made that only religion is able to put a stop to this process of moral degeneration. 
If this is to be true, the Catholic must further assert that that element in the Christian religion 
which works educationally in the direction of idealism is contained in the specifically Catholic 
dogmas, and the Protestant must say the same of the specifically Protestant dogmas. But 
science will reject this argument. The strongest educational moment of our religion lies in its 
sublime morality; this is the same for Catholics and Protestants. Confessional education must 
bring about just the opposite of what it seeks to bring about. If one bars the Catholic child from 
his Protestant comrades, one inevitably creates in him the idea as if the Protestants were made 
of a different substance, from whose touch one must beware in order to avoid a dangerous 
infection. Only in the simultaneous school can obedience to the idealistic commandment of 
charity be taught; only there can the prejudice be combated that Protestants and Catholics are 
baked from different dough. Therefore, segregation in confessional schools, convents, 
seminaries, etc., is also to be rejected." - The "E. K. Z." of December 13 rightly calls this "the 
vulgar rationalism and the shallowest liberalism." It is the standpoint of the ethical society which 
Rottenburg represents: morality without confession or religion, a law without a legislator, a 
nonens and nonsens. Bonn with Rottenburg and Weinel at its head - how low has this university 
sunk! Among the audience, unfortunately, was Prince Eitel Friedrich. F. B. 

Did Christ command his disciples to mission to the Gentiles? This question is denied 
by Harnack and the liberal theologians. In the "Christliche Welt" Weinel von Bonn writes: "To be 
sure, all our gospels put commands to Jesus to mission to the Gentiles into his mouth. But it is 
significant how they do it. They put them into the mouth of the risen Lord, each in a different 
place and in a different, his own way. In Marcus, it is only the spurious conclusion, which still 
comes from the first half of the second century, 16:15. Matthew and Lucas do it themselves, the 
former with the well-known words spoken on a mountain in Galilee: 'Go ye into all the world,’ 
with which his Gospel closes; the latter has Jesus in Jerusalem on Sunday evening send the 
disciples ‘unto all nations' with 'the preaching of repentance for the remission of sins,’ 24:46 ff, 
and then closes his Gospel with the 'separation' of Jesus from his disciples and the description 
of their cordial unity, two images with which he then again begins the second volume of his work, 
the Acts of the Apostles. John, of course, has dared to place the great 'hour' of Gentile 
conversion already in the life of Jesus, and to give the mission its justification in the wonderfully 
solemn word to the Gentiles who come to Jesus: 'The hour is come that the Son of man should 
be glorified.’ Verily! Verily | say unto you, Except a corn of grain fall into the ground and die, it 
abideth all alone: but except a corn of grain fall into the ground and die, it abideth all alone. 
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John also testifies that only after Jesus' death His disciples thought about the mission to the 
Gentiles. And even then they first practiced a mission to the Jews; they were strangers to the 
Gentile mission until Paul came. Jesus Himself did not think of them as much as His disciples 
did; the time until the end was so short that they did not think they would be able to send out to 
all the cities of Israel until the Son of Man came, Matt. 10:5 ff. Of course Jesus would not have 
raised a fundamental objection to the reception of the Gentiles; he is no worse than his 
‘Samaritan,’ he has always seen man in man, even in the Jew, and where he was met by a ray 
of warm human love from the hearts of the Gentiles, as in the case of the Canaanite woman, or 
by faith seeking help, as in the case of the centurion of Capernaum, he probably once believed 
and said that many would come from the east and west to lie at table with Abraham, Isaac, and 
Jacob. He did not mean that they would have to be circumcised or baptized beforehand; he did 
not think of them as Jews or Christians, but as loving and trusting children of men. But these were 
only occasional expressions, only testimonies of a free and loving heart, not instructions for 
specific work and organization. With these great obscurities Jesus left his disciples when he 
departed from them, and never did they find their way out of them. Only fin brother Jacobus, who 
had not been his disciple, but soon played a leading part in the church, and Paul had a certain 
clear position. The former wanted to go back to Judaism, the latter had recognized that 
Christianity was a new religion." - Weinel himself names the biblical passages that are against 
him. He does not refute them, however, but simply crosses them out. 

F. B. 

Artificial Catholicization of the Mark. The "E. K. Z." writes on December 20: "One usually 
refers the prediction of a decisive struggle between Catholicism and Protestantism 'on the sands 
of the Mark' to the great political-cultural struggle that is to take place between the two intellectual 
powers in Berlin as the center of the intellectual life of the nation, the seat of the parliaments and 
the government. In the task of observing the history of the development of this struggle in broad 
outline, one is often tempted to overlook minor signs of impending danger or to set them aside 
as trivial. And yet it is absolutely necessary to pay attention to all the small shifts of troops in the 
enemy camp, which are carried out half inconspicuously and step by step according to a large- 
scale plan. Thus, even those preparatory steps on the ground of great politics for the decisive 
struggle in the Mark are accompanied by quiet small-scale work on the part of the Catholic 
organization, which in time can create a powerful structure. Every effort is being made to provide 
a practical sounding board for the political struggle of the spirits on the spot through the 
systematic settlement of the Mark of Brandenburg with a Catholic population. It is inaccurate talk 
to explain the increase of the Catholic population in and around Berlin solely by the accidental 
consequences of freedom of movement or by the drawing in of laborers from the East for 
economic reasons. Rather, the Catholic influx appears to be an artificially cultivated and planned 
work of church politics. In this 'recatholization' of the Mark, one also avoids any fragmentation 
and knows how to find ways and means to let completely united Catholic villages come into being. 
Since it is a matter of attracting a mass, not the quality of the population, the recently popular 
parcelling system is used as an enticement by offering all kinds of concessions to the little man, 
both pecuniarily and morally. 
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dependent on the entrepreneurs, whose backers are mostly to be found in the clergy." From 
the "Markische Volkszeitung" the "E. K. Z." then lists five advertisements in which the formation 
of villages is called for, in which land is to be donated for Catholic churches and schools and 
building sites are to be sold only to Catholics. F. B. 

Civil Marriage in Sweden. The General Convention of the Lutheran National Church, 
which met in Stockholm at the beginning of October, voted with a large majority in favor of the 
introduction of legal civil marriage with the facultative exclusion of church marriage. Those who 
do not wish to be married in church will no longer be forced to do so by the state. This is a 
decisive step towards the settlement of a dispute that has been pending between ecclesiastical 
and administrative authorities for decades. The previous legislation prescribed the execution of 
copulation by ecclesiastical means as the generally valid and obligatory procedure. The only 
exceptions were mixed marriages between Lutherans and Jews and marriages between 
Baptists, Free Church members, Apostolics and other sects. For all others, however, who did 
not belong to any particular sect (non-confessionals, freethinkers, etc.), church marriage 
remained obligatory. This led to fraud and abuse. Persons who were refused civil marriage 
declared to the local pastor that they intended to convert to a foreign denomination, which was 


accepted as a reason for dispensation, although the conversion did not actually take place. 
This mischief and other injustices will be controlled if the decision of the General Convention is 
made law by the next Parliament (as is expected). F. B. 

The burial of suicides was also discussed at the General Convention in Stockholm. On 
the part of the state, the question was raised whether one could not grant ecclesiastical 
ordination at the funeral to "persons who have voluntarily departed from life". This led to an 
excited debate. Bishop Billing declared that the Lutheran Church must insist on its ancient 
custom if ecclesiastical honors at funerals were not to be degraded to meaningless formulas. 
He said: "The so-called natural moral consciousness of the present day, which for all sorts of 
ethically confused and biased reasons pleads for the adoption of a 'more conciliatory’ 
standpoint, overrode the fact that suicide as such has at all times and by all religions been 
denounced as a contemptible and condemnable act. a view towards which the Christian Church 
would have the very last reason to adopt a deviating attitude, which, on top of that, would be in 
the sharpest possible contradiction with the covenantal directives of the Confession." But only 
the majority of the Convention acceded to these remarks, and declared the reforming wishes of 
the government unacceptable. F. B. 

The Episcopate in Norway. A correspondent reports to the "E. K. Z.": "As is well known, 
the episcopate was retained in the Nordic kingdoms at the introduction of the Reformation, but 
was formed in the Protestant spirit. The Lutheran state church is divided into six dioceses. Now 
efforts are emerging to reorganize the church. Recently, especially Provost Quvisling has 
demanded the abolition of the bishoprics; in the place of the bishops, 19 official provosts are to 
take the place of the political division into offices. Recently, Bishop Dr. Bang of Christiania spoke 
out very strongly against this proposed change to a reporter. He pointed out that some time ago 
Jakob Sverdrup had once expressed this idea, but then, when he himself had attended 
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had been at the head of the church department, he would have had a completely different view 
of the importance and value of the episcopal office. The bishop explained that the state would 
not save money by abolishing the bishoprics. The bishoprics would have a sufficient endowment 
of real estate and capital through the provisions of the old kings. And the work of the ecclesiastical 
department would not be made easier, but rather increased, if it had to deal with 19 bishops 
instead of 6. Dr. Bang also pointed out that the abolition of the bishops would only lower the 
position of the Norwegian Church externally. He cited Sweden as an example of how Protestant 
churches were also worthily represented by bishops. Yes, with regard to Sweden, which also 
had an archbishop, namely that of Upsala, he said that it would be desirable to confer the title of 
archbishop on one of the Norwegian bishops. Drontheim, which formerly had an archbishop, was 
chosen as the seat of the archbishop; the opinion had already been expressed that when the 
renovation of the cathedral church in Drontheim was completed in 1914, the Norwegian church 
would have to have an archbishop. Drontheim, the coronation town of the Norwegian kings, is 
the oldest town in Norway, founded in 997. The old cathedral church, built over his grave after 
the death of Olaf the Saint (1030), is the grandest church in the three Scandinavian countries." 
F..B. 

The physiognomy of Luther is made the subject of special discussion by the Dominican 
Denifle in his writing: "Luther and Lutherthum". "The result of this section is the following 
judgment, which we repeat in the words of the author, emphasizing only that in print which he 
himself has emphasized. While in the earliest portraits of Luther he finds the type of a ‘bitter, 
obstinate, passionate, peaceless man,' on whose countenance sensuality and depravity do not 
yet reveal themselves, as in later times, 'the slyness, roguishness, dishonesty show themselves 
more and more in the later pictures. His face is like his writings. No further portrait of Luther is 
without the expression of arrogance, deviousness, softness, sensuality and meanness without 
any noble, not merely higher trait. Luther everywhere deceives sin on his face. Luther, there is 
nothing divine in you! For the departure of all intercourse with God in the facial expression on 
Cranach's Luther portraits, not the painter, but Luther himself is to blame; he has not had 
intercourse with God." Thus writes the "Christliche Welt," and then proves in a thorough manner 
that the Dominican does not understand anything at all about physiognomics, and that in the 
present question he passes over the genuine and most valuable Luther pictures, reproduces 
doubtful ones in a distorted manner, and even switches over these as he pleases and sees fit. 
Lavater, who, as is well known, had made physiognomy his special study, judged a picture of 
Luther thus: "The following vignette - the powerful and spiritual face of Doctor M. Luther - the 
soul in the eyes and nose! the intimate, sensitive, deep-seeing, not carefully reading in the eye - 
firmness, action and power in the nose. Salt and whim, pride and contempt seem to melt together 
in this somewhat monkish mouth. The space between the eyebrows (crooked as it is) shows the 
man-standing, ‘and if the world were full of devils*!" The Dominican has evidently painted Luther 
after the sensuous parsons he has before his eyes day after day. F. B. 

Papist Bible Burning and Recommendation. The following advertisement appeared in 
a newspaper of Pernambuco, Brazil, some months ago: "On the 27th of the present month, the 
celebration of the first anniversary of the covenant against Protestantism, founded under divine 
providence, will take place in the Penna parish. 
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of this capital city.... On the table under the majestic cathedral will be a great number of false 
Bibles, books, tracts, and writings, full of the greatest errors and abominable Protestant 
heresies. These were voluntarily delivered to the Capuchin missionaries by many Catholics, to 
whom they had been sold or given by the preachers and missionaries of the Protestants under 
false pretenses as the true Word of God, and which are already destined for the flames. It is 
urgently demanded of Catholics who have such books and writings in their possession that they 
immediately send and deliver them to the said missionaries, that they may be consigned to their 
fate, especially as Catholics cannot keep these books in their possession without thereby 
incurring the canonical penalties of the holy mother Church." - The same papists who hate and 
burn the Bible have been repeatedly reported in recent years to praise, recommend, and 
promise indulgences to readers of the same. How is this compatible? When the Pope hates and 
burns the Bible, he reveals himself as the Antichrist. And when he occasionally praises and 
extols the Bible, he likewise does so as the Antichrist. The pope is the greatest enemy of Christ 
under the mask of Christianity. When he praises the Bible, he only cleans his mask. At the same 
time, as an arch hypocrite, he sees to it that, in spite of his fine praise, no Bible reading takes 
place, which is irrefutably evident from the fact that the Bible is still not read by the papists. F. 
B. 

Women's suffrage in Switzerland. According to the "Baseler Kirchenfreund", the 
following events occurred in 1903: January 6. The Consistory of the National Church of Geneva 


dealt with the woman's suffrage question. June. 500 women of the église indépendante in 
Neuchatel-City petition for the right to vote in church. As a result, an enquiry is launched among 
the individual congregations. June 9: The Protestant Reformed Church Conference in 
Frauenfeld places the matter without prejudice on the agenda for 1904. July 27: The Council of 
the Third Ecclesiastical District in Morges votes 35 to 3 in favor of women's ecclesiastical 
suffrage. Sept. 30. 3583 women of Vaud petition for ecclesiastical suffrage. As a result, the 
Synod of the National Church of Vaud votes 39 to 15 in favor of the same for the attention of 
the Great Council and a new church law. Autumn. The Waldensian Synod decides that each of 
its congregations may, at will, grant women the right to vote in church. - The "Reformation," from 
which we take these particulars, sees in this unnature an ecclesiastical progress. F. B. 

With the national hero Bismarck, the German students in particular engage in gross 
idolatry. Thus, at the dedication of a Bismarck column near Friedrichsruh, a "hymn" was recited, 
the last two stanzas of which read thus: 

Through space and time in eternity proclaim, towering stone, The One's 
glory, his paganism, In blazing firelight. 
Hark, vowsong! Hark, wafsenklang! 
Full of fervour the crowd prays: To you, Bismarck, to you, we sacrifice On 
a flaming column altar. 
The "Pilgrim to the Homeland" remarks: "One can see that the wave is rising: Dibelius, after all, 
merely lets Bismarck look down upon the earth and bless Germany; here he is already sacrificed 
to as an idol." - That, according to the judgment of Scripture, such sacrifices are not offered to 
Bismarck, but to the devils, the students at German universities do not seem to learn. 
F.B. 
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The doctrine of free will and conversion within the General 
Synod. 


Prof. Richard, in the January issue of the Quarterly of Gettysburg. 

We shall go into more detail on Prof. Richard's remarks, because we assume that 
they reflect, on the whole, the state of theological knowledge within the General 
Synod. We shall go into Prof. Richard's remarks in more detail, because we assume 
that they reflect, on the whole, the state of theological knowledge within the General 
Synod. We say "broadly." We believe that we know individual men within the 
General Synod who have a clearer understanding of the basic doctrines of the 
Christian religion than Prof. Richard affirms in his Quarterly article. But in general, 
Prof. Richard's theological or rather un-theological standpoint is characteristic of the 
General Synod. Proof of this is also the advertisement of Richard's article in a 
principal organ of the General Synod, the Lutheran Observer. This paper can be found 
praising the remarks 

Richards hardly do enough, and regards them as a brilliant refutation of the doctrine 
of the Synodal Conference. 

Prof. Richard wants to prove two things. First, that Melanchthon's synergism 
was the genuine Lutheran doctrine of the sixteenth century and had been pushed 
aside in the twinkling of an eye - "within less than twelve months" - by the authors of 
the Concordia formula. Then Prof. Richard also wants to show that Melanchthon's 
teaching was also the teaching of Scripture. 

We begin with the latter point. Prof. Richard badly criticizes the scriptural proof 
which we have given for the doctrine of the Concordia formula, saying that it is 
"piased and superficial". To be sure, Prof. Richard does not address our scriptural 
proof with a single word. Without even superficially presenting our Scriptural proof 
to his readers, he writes 


98The Doctrine of Free Will and Conversion 


he: "His (Prof. Pieper's) treatment of the Scripture is both partial and superficial." Against 
this he now wants to show how Melanchthon's synergism can be proved from 
Scripture. Let us hear him. Prof. Richard adduces a number of passages of Scripture 
in which conversion, faith, etc., are ascribed to the operation of God, and remarks: 
"This class of passages of Scripture seems 1) to take blessedness entirely out of our 
hands, and to place it exclusively in the hand of God." But he then refers to passages 
of Scripture in which man is exhorted to repentance and faith, "Believe the gospel," 
Marc. 1, 15.; "Believe on the Lord JEsum Christum," Apost. 16:31, adding, "To 
command any to repent and believe, on condition that they have no power to repent 
and believe, is hypocritical mockery." The "territories" is said to be based on the 
presupposition that man has the ability to obey or reject the truth. He states: "No 
doubt in every New Testament instance where repentance and faith are enjoined' ) the divine 
word and Holy Spirit are presupposed to be present, and to be active both in the mind and in 
the heart of the hearer of the divine word; but over against the word and the Spirit! ) are set 
the mind of man with presupposed intelligence 1) to discern the truth, and the will with 
presupposed ability” to obey the truth, and also having the ability to decline the invitation of 
the Gospel, and refuse the assistance of the Holy Spirit." From this we see that Prof. 
Richard still quite naively and unspiritually infers from the invitation to faith, rosp. to 
conversion, an ability on the part of man to comply with this invitation. As long as a 
man still stands on this standpoint of knowledge, it is difficult to argue with him. What 
is one to do with one who, from the commandment, "Thou shalt love God thy Lord 
with all thy heart," or from the injunction, "Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ," quickly 
infers a power or ability on the part of man to love God with all his heart and to believe 
in Christ, and then passes off this inference of his for a proof of Scripture? In the 
interest of the matter, we will attempt to remove some of this mountain of conceited 
scholarship and wisdom. That Prof. Richard means to take a very "scientific" 
standpoint, from which he looks down on the poor "Missourians," is evident, for 
instance, from the following statement: "When the ego perceives the truth, the ego feels 
the truth, the ego acts with reference to the truth. A defective philosophy, which does not 
rightly interpret the relation of cause and effect, and a defective psychology, which does not 
rightly interpret the activities of the soul, have betrayed Missouri into a 


1) Highlighted by us. 
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defective theology. Of course, however, in matters of theology Missouri repudiates 


philosophy and psychology as the devil's will- o'-the-wisp, but all the worse for Missouri." 
But now let us return to Prof. Richard's ideal "scriptural proof," which consists in his 
inferring from the summons to faith or conversion, a certain power and ability on the 
part of man to comply with that summons. We shall now briefly prove that this 
"inference" is a. unreasonable, b. contrary to Scripture. 

This conclusion is unreasonable. It proves too much. And he who proves too 
much proves nothing, as is well known. Prof. Richard, after all, only wants to prove 
a co-activity or co-operation of man to conversion. But if the exhortations to faith, to 
conversion, etc., were to prove anything for man's powers and ability, they would 
prove that man could perform faith entirely of his own powers, since the exhortation 
is to conversion or faith par excellence, not merely to a co-activity or co-operation on 
man's part. The apostle Paul does not call out to the jailer of Philippi, "Cooperate," 
"be active," "use your ability to accept or reject grace under the assistance of the 
Holy Spirit," but the injunction is simply, "Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ." To the 
whole of faith the jailer is called. Admittedly, Richard's way of concluding a praecepto 


ad posse is not new. Erasmus also argued in this way against Luther. Erasmus, too, 


thought that the exhortations to conversion and faith would be entirely useless, and 
would involve a mockery of man, if one did not assume in man at least a certain 
power and ability to comply with the exhortation. To this Luther leads Erasmus thus 


Qui fit igitur, ut vos theologi sic ineptiatis velut to pueri, ut mox apprehenso uno verbo 
imperativo inferatis indicativum, quasi statim, ut imperatum sit, etiam necessario factum et 
factu possibile sit? . .. Numquid sequitur: Convertimini, ergo potestis converti? Numquid 
sequitur: Dilige Dominum Deum tuum ex toto corde tuo, ergo poteris diligere ex toto corde? 
Quid igitur concludunt argumenta ejusmodo, nisi liberum arbitrium gratia Dei non egere, 


sua vero virtute omnia posse?" 1) In German: "How is it that you theologians are so 
foolish, as if you were children of two minds, that when you find a word in the form 
of a command, you immediately conclude from it the doing, as if immediately, as 
something is commanded, it were also necessarily done or possible to be done? 
Does it then follow, 'Repent ye,' that ye may repent? Does it follow, 'Love the Lord 
thy God with all thy heart,’ that ye may be converted? 


1) Opera lat. cur. Henricus Schmidt, VII, 210. 215. 
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can you love him with all your heart? What, then, do reasons of this kind prove but 
that free will does not need the grace of God, but is able to do all things by its own 


power?" Odo has thus translated, "Thus, therefore, it comes to pass, that you theologians 
are so senseless and so many degrees below even schoolboys, that when you have caught 
hold of one imperative verb you infer an indicative sense, as though what was commanded 
were immediately and even necessarily done, or possible to be done." . . . Does it follow 
from 'Turn ye' - therefore, ye are able to turn? Does it follow also from ‘Love the Lord thy 
God with all thy heart'-therefore, thou art able to love with all thine heart? If these arguments 
stand good, what do they conclude, but that Free-will needs not the grace of God, but can 
do all things of its own power? 1) Thus Prof. Richard's conclusion that from the 
imperative: "Convert yourselves," "believe," etc. follows a "power to repent and to 


believe," is unreasonable. In our time it was the custom to let the study of 
metaphysics and psychology precede the study of logic. A very good order! 

But Prof. Richard's conclusion is also contrary to Scripture. Scripture forbids 
this conclusion. The same Saviour who calls out to men, istite mpdc we mavtec, "Come 
unto me all," 2) and thus invites men to believe, says quite expressly: oddsic dbvatat 
idde'w mpoc pe, "No one can come to me," 3) and thus denies to all men the power 
and ability to obey the summons, that is, the "power to repent and to believe," the 
"presupposed ability to obey the truth." And yet there is no mockery, no "hypocritical 


mockery" involved. Just as there was no mockery in the raising of Lazarus, when 
Christ cried out to him, who after all had no power to come forth from the grave, 
AdZape, dedpo egw, "Lazare, come forth." 4) The Word of Christ made a naturally 
dead, utterly powerless Lazarus into a naturally living Lazarus, endowed with 
strength and motion. Thus the word -of the Gospel, which is "spirit and life," 5) and 
especially the word of the Gospel exhortation, "Believe on the Lord JEsum 
Christum," "Come unto me, all ye that labour and are heavy laden," etc., makes 
spiritually living men, endowed with spiritual power and spiritual movement, out of 
men spiritually dead, out of men utterly incapable of faith, of coming. As Christ 
expressly says, "No man can come unto me, except the Father which hath sent me 


draw him," édv yy 0 matnp 6 néuwas pe élybon avtov. 6) That 


1) Martin Luther on the Bondage of the Will. By the Bev. Henry Cole. 
London, 1823, p. 141. 148. 

2) Matth. 11, 28. 3) Joh. 6, 44. 4) Joh. 11, 43. 

5) Joh. 6, 63. 6) Joh. 6, 44. 
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Thus "being able to come" does not precede "being drawn"; there is no "presupposed 


intelligence to discern the truth" and no "presupposed ability to obey the truth," but the 
being able to come and the coming itself is merely the consequence and effect of 
God's drawing. Man can come and does come because and inasmuch as he is drawn 
by God. Thus Scripture rejects the assumption that there is in man a power and ability 
to believe in Christ. 

Accordingly, Prof. Richard has both reason and Scripture against him when he 


infers from the exhortations to conversion and faith a "power to repent and to believe," a 
"presupposed ability to obey the truth." 

In this he has at last also the ecclesiastical tradition or "the goodly fellowship of 
saints" against him, which he wants to make a source of Christian theology besides 
Scripture. 1) According to Luther, all Lutheran theologians held to the "regula 
theologica": A praecepto ad posse non valet consequentia, that is: one must not conclude 
from the divine command to human ability. When Prof. Richard looks around for 
"fellowship" for his "proof of Scripture," he has only the "holy" Pelagius, the "holy" 


Erasmus, and people of their ilk, not the real saints, on his side. The truly Lutheran 
theologians have treated in great detail the question of what the exhortations 
(praecepta, man- data, compellationes, adhortationes, invitationes) of Scripture are. They 
distinguish scripturally two clades of invitations, legal and evangelical. Examples of 
legal exhortations are found in such words as, "Thou shalt love God thy Lord with all 
thy heart," etc., Matt. 22:37-40; "Do this, and thou shalt live," Luc. 10:28. Examples 
of evangelical exhortations are found in Matt. 11:28: "Come unto me, all ye that 
labour and are heavy laden," Acts 16:31. 16, 31: "Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ, 


and thou shalt be saved, both thou and thy house.” Man has not the slightest power 
or ability to meet either challenge. In regard to the law, the Scripture says of man's 
will and ability: 7 vouw toi teoo oby vmotdocetal, obde yop Obvatau, "it is not subject to 
the law of God, neither can it be," viz. vzotdcoeoial. 2) In reference aiF the gospel, 
the Scripture says of man: yapia avtw éott, yat ob d$vatat yvoval, “it is foolishness to 
him, and cannot know it" ; 3) ovdei¢ dbvata iAciv mpoc ps, "there can no man come 
unto me." 4) 

Yet both classes of exhortations are not vain or "hypocritical mockery." By the legal 
exhortations God makes men poor sinners; by the evangelical exhortations-. 


1) Gettysburg Quarterly, a. e., p. 66. 2) Rom. 8, 7. 
3) 1 Cor. 2, 14. 4) Joh. 6, 44. 
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demands, God works faith in the gospel or, which is the same thing, conversion. 
Quenstedt says: "God rightly demands from man through the law what man lost 
through the fall of Adam through his unrighteousness. God teaches by commands, 
blessings, exhortations (in the law), what man was guilty of, had once been capable 
of, and from which he had fallen." 1) And in reference to the evangelical 
exhortations, Quenstedt says, "God often commands the things which he will work 
in us ....A bound man is not commanded to run in vain, if by the command itself 
his bonds are loosed. A blind man is not commanded in vain to see, if by the words 
of the command the eyes of the blind man are opened."-) Thus speak theologians 
who do not in their own wisdom make "deductions" from the injunctions found in 
Scripture. By the legal exhortations God beats up the self-righteous man and casts 
him into the dust; by the evangelical exhortations he works faith in the grace of God 
in Christ and so raises man out of the dust. This also correctly states the "point" 
where grace touches the mind and heart and will of man." The grace of God raises out 
of the dust. Under the word of the gospel life blossoms out of death. Man is so utterly 
depraved that God can bring nothing out of man by commandments that demand 
some performance, some work from man. The law can only condemn man, cast him 
into hell. But when God approaches man with a demand which is really no demand 
at all, but the opposite of all demand and all work, that is, when the sweet voice of 
the Gospel resounds, "Come unto me, all ye that labour and are heavy laden," 
"Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ," etc., then God works something out in man, then 
life springs up out of death in the utterly depraved man, then the spiritually dead 
man becomes alive. Yes! Praise and thanks be to God: the gospel brings life out of 
death, not out of a "presupposed intelligence to discern the truth" or out of a "presupposed 


intelligence to discern the truth” or out of a "presupposed ability to obey the truth," as Prof. 
Richard wants. Because the undersigned in the lecture ("The Fundamental 
Difference," etc.) does not admit this "presupposed ability" in man, therefore Prof. 
Richard judges as arrogantly as he does spiritually blindly: "Hence . . . the utterly 
unsatisfactory character of his lecture ... . He has not reached the heart of the difficulty, 
which lies exactly at that point where prevenient grace touches the mind and heart and will 


of man." In Prof. Richard's view, the "point of contact" between God's grace and man 
is "the presupposed capacity to obey the truth.” 


1) Theologia did.-pol. I, 2014. 2) op. cit. 
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thus a point which does not exist at all, for Christ says: vbdsig dovatai Ufat" apoc pe. 
According to the modus procedendi, which Prof. 

Richard prescribes, God and man never come together but remain eternally 
divorced. The gospel can only show its power in broken hearts, not in "presupposed 
abilities to obey the truth." Luther often says, "Alive only that which has previously died. 
The theologians, as much as there is in them, obstruct the way to the working of 
God's grace, who want to give to the working of grace "a presupposed ability" of man 
to send himself to grace as a "point of contact." The grace of God has the wonderful 
property that it only makes something out of nothing. 

And now the historical part of Prof. Richard's article. According to Richard, the 
Lutheran Church of the sixteenth century, including the authors of the Concordia 
Formula, taught Melanchthonian synergism until the final redaction of the Concordia 
Formula in 1577. In this final redaction, however, these "six men" - Andrea, 
Selneccer, Musculus, Kérner, Chytraus, Chemnitz - perpetrated a rogue act. They 
have cast aside Melanchthon's doctrine and substituted for it the doctrine of the 


Concordia formula. "The human will, which they had repeatedly denied to be like a block 
or stone, is no" 1) (in the Concordia formula) "declared to be worse than a block or a stone, 
and man is declared ‘to be altogether passive in his conversion,’ and 'the understanding and 
will of the unregenerate man are nothing else than the subjectum convertendum" Prof. 
Richard himself marvels at this peculiar view of history. He says: "So complete and 
radical a change of ‘faith, doctrine, and confession,’ in so short a time, has scarcely ever 
occurred in the Church." The chief abusers were the "triumvirate" of Andrea, Chemnitz, 
and Selneccer, who dropped Melanchthon's doctrine "at the behest and to the behoof of 
the Flacianists." Then Prof. Richard also connects his view of history with the present. 
He says: "Had the triumvirate found that the Torgau Book was acceptable to the Flacianists, 
then Prof. Pieper would have had a different standard of orthodoxy, and things might be 


different in the American Lutheran Church...." Here we must now“ber insert something 
in apology of Prof. Richard. The great picture of history which he gives us of the 
sixteenth century was not invented by him independently. It originated essentially in 
the head of the Marburg professor Heinrich Heppe (t 1879). In Germany, Heppe's 
foolishness that the Melanchthonian-Synergistic doctrine was the genuine Lutheran 
doctrine of the 16th century was finally taken seriously by no one, neither by the 
Reformed nor by the Lutherans. 


1) Highlighted by us. 
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the Lutherans. But Prof. Richard has gotten over Heppe's books and apparently 
takes Heppe in full earnest, because Heppe's historical construction undertaken in 
the interest of unionism also appeals to him. Prof. Richard has not merely plowed 
with Heppe's calf, but in places he evidently rides that calf. Ueber Heppe heiBt es 
Band III des Meuselschen "Kirchlichen Handlexikon": "If one were to believe him 
(Heppe), then the now so-called Lutheran Church would only be a distorted image 
of the original Lutheran Church, disfigured by fanatical Lutherans after Luther's 
death and fixed in its torpor in the Concordia formula, and the Calvinization of the 
Palatinate, Hesse, Brandenburg and the other reformed German states would only 
have been the necessary reaction against this pseudo-Lutheran undermining of a 
Protestant Church that represented Calvinism and Lutheranism in a higher unity, as 
well as a restitution of the old Melanchthonian Church, so that logically the modern 
Consensus Union would only form the completion and conclusion of this restitution. 
If, therefore, Reformed theologians (so Ad. Zahn) take exception to his ‘falsification 
of the old Reformed doctrine against better knowledge,’ Lutheran theologians may 
not be blamed if they reject his denunciations of the Lutheran Church of the late 
sixteenth century, which in this respect go far beyond Ebrard's, and which often 
strike real history squarely in the face, more vigorously than has been done, for 
example, in the supplementary article of the Herzogsche Realencyklopadie." 

The gross falsifications in Heppe-Richard's historical construction are obvious 
to anyone who has some knowledge of sixteenth-century literature. Just look at the 
method these wonderful "historians" follow. So one wants to bring out that the 
"standard theologians" of the 16th century taught Melanchthon's Synergism until, at 
the final redaction of the Formula of Concord in the Bergisches Buch, an entirely 
different doctrine was substituted for Melanchthon's. How does one begin this? As 
Prof. Richard does, when he says of the authors of the Formula of Concord, "he 
human will, which they had repeatedly denied to be like a block or stone, is now declared to 
be worse than a block or a stone, and man is declared 'to be altogether passive in his 
conversion,’ and 'the understanding and will of the unregenerate man are nothing else than 
subjectum converten- dum." The method, then, is this: one collects from writings 
before the Concordia formula, for example, such passages as say that man, even 
after the fall, is not a stone or a block, but a being endowed with understanding and 
will, and consequently capable of being converted to God. Then it is pointed out that 


the Concordia formula says of the unconverted man that he is even worse than a 
stone or a block. So what a difference between the Concordia formula and the 
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earlier writings! But it is omitted to say that the Concordia formula also very carefully 
inculcates how the unconverted man is not a stone or a block. The Concordia 
formula, as is well known, says both: man is not like a stone or a block, and: man is 
worse than a stone or a block. But both in a certain respect. Man is not a stone or a 
block, inasmuch as, even after the fall, he is still a "rational creature" (8 19), 1) "has 
understanding and will" (8 59), can "hear and read God's word outwardly" (8 53), "is 
enlightened, converted, and born again by the Holy Spirit. for which no stone or 
block, but man alone, is created" (8 22), in whom conversion takes place, "not as an 
image hewn in a stone, or a seal pressed into wax, which knows nothing of it, nor 
feels nor wills it," but so, that "new movements" are awakened in man in conversion, 
and "spiritual effects" are begun (8 89), in that God works in man through his word, 
"that through the preaching of the law he may know his sin and God's wrath, and feel 
true terror, remorse, and sorrow in his heart, and through the preaching and 
meditation of the holy gospel of the gracious forgiveness of sins in Christ, a spark of 
faith is kindled in him, he accepts the forgiveness of sins for Christ's sake, and 
comforts himself with the promise of the gospel" (§ 54). In this respect, according to 
the Concordia formula, man is not a stone or a block. But he is "much worse than a 
stone and a block," inasmuch as "a stone or block resisteth not him that moveth it," 
"as aman resisteth God the Lord with his will, until he be converted" (8 59). So plainly 
does the Concordia formula speak of how man is not a stone or a block, and how he 
is worse than a stone or a block. What a quantity of untruthfulness, or ignorance, 


therefore, it takes to say of the representation in the Concordia formula simply: "The 
human will which they had repeatedly denied to be like a block or a stone, is now" (in the 
Concordia formula) "declared to be worse than a block or stone," and thus to represent 
the matter as if the Concordia formula only said that man was worse than a stone or 
block, and did not at the same time state in what respect man was not a stone or 


block. The whole opposition, then, is a manufactured one. It is all lies and deceit. - 
Further, passages are cited from Scriptures before the Concordia formula, in which 


it is said of man that in conversion he does not behave "purely passively" (mere 
passively) like a stone or a block, but feels, knows, wills by the action of the Holy 


Spirit. Then the Concordia formula is pointed out as saying that man behaves like a 
stone or a block. 


1) Sol. Decl., Art. ID. 
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However, in the conversion "purely passive". What a difference, then, between the 
earlier writings and the Concordia formula! But again it is omitted to say that the 
Concordia formula also rejects the "purely passive" in the sense that conversion takes 
place "as an image is hewn in a stone or a seal is pressed into wax, which knows 
nothing about it, neither feels nor wants it" (non eo modo fit, quasi cum statua e lapide 


formatur aut sigillum in ceram imprimitur, quae cera neque notitiam neque sensum neque 


voluntatem habet). But the Concordia formula affirms the pure passive with Luther in 
the sense that not God and man, but God alone works conversion, but man only 
experiences the effect of God. The Concordia formula teaches the purely passive in 
the sense "that man of himself or of his natural powers is not able or able to help in 
his conversion, and that conversion is not only in part, but entirely, an effect, gift, 
and work of the Holy Spirit alone, who, by his power and might through the Word, 
works and effects it in the mind, will, and heart of man, tanquam in subjecto patiente, 
that is, since man does or works nothing, but only suffers" (§ 89). In this sense, 
however, the "standard theologians" of the sixteenth century, so far as they did not 
walk in Melanchthon's shoes, likewise taught the subjectum patiens or convertendum 
and rejected the subjectum agens. This is precisely the case with Brenz, whom Prof. 
Richard, as we shall soon see, puts in his place against the pure passive of the 
concordia formula. Brenz expressly declares that the human will has no "vis agendi" 
in conversion, but is only "vertibile," convertible, that is, nevertheless, experiences 
or suffers conversion. But this Prof. Richard does not cite. It would not fit in with the 


Heppe-Richard method, which is only calculated to bring out a contrast between the 
former teachers and the Concordia formula. 

Under the heading "The old Lutheran doctrine", Prof. Richard cites a long series 
of quotations, which are supposed to prove that not the doctrine of the Concordia 
formula, but Melanchthon's synergism was the doctrine of the church in the 16th 
century. The proof proceeds essentially according to the method just described. Let 


us examine the proof from Brenz, whom he names first among the "standard 
theologians." 
Prof. Richard quotes the following from Brenz's Apology of the Confessio 


Wirtembergensis: 1) "But someone might say: if after the fall free will has no power 
left except to sin, and if free will of itself is only a slave, prisoner, and servant of 
Satan, what difference is there then between a man and a woman who is a slave, 
prisoner, and servant of Satan? 


1) We translate from the original. 
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What is the difference between a stone and a block? As a block in the making of a 
statue does nothing, but only suffers something, so does the free will for the 
attainment of blessedness, that | speak thus, merely suffer? Not at all. It is true that 
free will does not of itself have that by which it could prepare itself to receive 
blessedness, or by which it could merit blessedness, but it does have that by which 
it receives (excipit) the benefits of God. ... That God hated Esau and loved Jacob 
does not come from any preparation on Jacob's part, much less from any merit on 
his part, but only from the gracious election of God. And yet Jacob did not behave 
himself to the election of God as a block or a stone. For a block is not made by God 
to be capable of the divine election to true and eternal blessedness; nor is there ina 
block any (free) will (arbitrium) to be converted to the reception of the gifts of the Holy 
Spirit according to the ordinary order of God. But Jacob and Esau are men made in 
the image and likeness of God, that they might be capable of the gifts of the Holy 
Spirit and eternal happiness. And there is in both of them a (free) will, which, though 
it became a slave of Satan through sin, yet retained the ability (aptitudinem) whereby 


it may be turned (flecti) by the Holy Spirit to the liberty of righteousness. This ability 
of (free) will makes the difference between Jacob and a block, but it does not make 
the difference between Jacob and Esau." On these words of Brenz, Prof. Richard 
the following remarks: "Man is not a block or a stone; he does not even resemble a 
block or a stone; he has free will (abitrium) which a block has not; he has the capacity 
of free will (aptitude of arbitrium) which cannot be ascribed to a block; he has the 


capacity for the gifts of the Holy Spirit; he is capable of receiving the benefits of God; 
he is not merely suffering in the attainment of blessedness, and if he is not merely 
suffering, then in some sense he is active, or in the language of Melanchthon: ‘the free 
will does something’. This, then, is the old Lutheran doctrine of conversion, as it was 
understood and taught by one of the greatest theologians of the first generation of 
Lutheran reformers. But this doctrine will not suit Prof. Pieper, because it is decidedly 
opposed to the doctrine of the Formula of Concord, which, in his judgment, is the 
touchstone of all doctrines of all time." So far Prof. Richard. 

What Brenz says in the above words fits Prof. Pieper very well and is in 
complete agreement with the Concordia formula. What Brenz says is this: Man, 
unlike a stone or a block, has the ability (aptitudo, capacitas) to be converted by God. 
Jacob and Esau, because they are men and made for eternal life, are capable of 
eternal life, while a block, because it is a block and 
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is not created for eternal life, is not capable of eternal life. The same is said in the 
Formula of Concord, as has already been explained. We only recall the following 
words: "Since God, after his just and severe judgment, has completely rejected the 
fallen evil spirits for eternity, he has nevertheless, out of a special and pure mercy, 
willed that poor fallen human nature should again become and be capable of 
conversion, of God's grace, and of eternal life (capax particepsque fieret et esset). .. . 
And this is what Dr. Luther calls capacitatem (non activam, sed passivam), which he 
explains thus: Quando patres Uberum arbitrium defendunt, capacitatem libertatis ejus 
praedicant, quod scilicet verti" (Brenz says converti and flecti) "potest ad bonum per 


gratiam Dei et fieri revera liberum, ad quod creatum est. That is, when the Fathers defend 


free will, they say that it is capable of freedom in such a way that by God's grace it 
may be converted to good and become truly free, for which it was created in the 


beginning." (§ 22. 23.) Further, Brenz says that man does not behave mere passively, 


like a stone or block. The same is said by the Concordia formula, as already 
mentioned above: "not as an image is hewn in a stone or a seal is pressed into wax, 
which knows nothing about it, neither feels nor wants such" (§ 89). If the Concordia 
formula in another respect, namely, in the question who causes or effects 


conversion, says that man behaves purely passively and is merely subjectum 
convertendum, Brenz also says the same thing when he inculcates that the human 
will has no vis agendi, but is only vertidile, convertible. Thus Brenz and the Concordia 
formula are in complete agreement. 

But Brenz and Melanchthon do not agree. Brenz and Melanchthon oppose 
each other like yes and no. Melanchthon teaches: free will causes the difference 


between Saul and David. Brenz teaches: free will does not cause the difference 
between David and Saul, or, using another example, between Jacob and Esau; 


“arbitrii aptitudo non facit discrimen inter Jacob et Esau." Melanchthon says: "There must 


necessarily be in us" (namely, in us men) "a cause of the difference why Saul is 
rejected, David accepted; that is, there must necessarily be in these two a different 


doing (actio dissimilis).". 1) According to Melanchthon, the cause that David is 
converted, while Saul is lost, lies in David. In this sense he says of free will in David's 
conversion, "But in David free will does something," sed agit aliquid liberum arbitrium 
in Davide. 2) David uses his free will rightly, and therefore, unlike Saul, he is 
converted and saved. Brenz 


1) Corpus Reformatorum XXI, 659. 660. 2) A. 1. O., p. 659. 
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teaches the opposite in detail: all mankind is a massa corrupta, there is no difference 
among men, not even between Jacob and Esau. That Jacob behaves better, acts 
better, comes from God's grace, from Jacob's eternal election (ex gratuita Dei 


electione). This is already expressed in the words cited by Prof. Richard: "This 
capacity of free will" (namely, to be converted by God) "does not make the difference 
between Jacob and Esau." But this is even more expressed in the words Prof. 
Richard omitted. Where Prof. Richard has had the omission marks ... have been 
printed, the following words are found in Brenz: "For after man has fallen into sin and 
become a servant of sin, he lies under so great a compulsion that there is neither will 
nor ability in him to free himself with his powers from the bondage of sin and Satan 
and to go to the liberty of righteousness. Nor is there any difference among the wills 
of men, looking to their corrupt natures. There is but One mass of the whole human 
race, but One natural constitution (ingenium) of all men, that the purpose of God 
according to election might stand. As Esau has nothing in himself, out of his nature, 
whereby he converts himself, or sends himself to God, so is this also the case with 
Jacob. Both are conceived in sins, both are subject to the dominion of Satan. Both 
have departed, that is, died in Adam, and become unfit (inutiles)." And where Prof. 
Richard has broken off from Brenz, these words immediately follow in Brenz: "Both" 
(Jacob and Esau) "have this capacity" (according to which they can be converted to 
the liberty of righteousness by the Holy Spirit) "and both are subject to the bondage 
of sin by their corrupt nature. But that the one is chosen and endowed with the Holy 
Spirit, so that he will and can follow the calling and obtain eternal blessedness, this 
is God's free mercy (gratuita est dementia Dei); but that the other is left in the bondage 
of sin and not endowed with the Holy Spirit, this is God's righteous judgment, who 
has mercy on whom He wills and casts out whom He wills. For what Jacob deserved 
(quid Jacobo debetur) we recognize in Esau, who is not delivered. Jacob has only cause 
to give thanks to God; Esau has no cause to complain of injustice." 1) Why did Prof. 
Richard omit these words? He may answer that question for himself. At any rate, the 
omitted words prove three things: 1. that Brenz and Melanchthon are diametrically 
opposed to each other; 2. but that Brenz and the Concordia formula agree with each 
other; and 3. that thus Richard's reconstruction of history is at this point a falsification 
of history. The matter stands thus: According to Melanchthon, not only is the 


1) quid Jacobo debetur. Frankfurt, 1556, p. 35-37. 
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cause of perishing, but also the cause of blessedness in man ("in nobis esse aliquam 
discriminis causam""). Brenz, on the other hand, rejects this uniform cause of 
difference. Brenz divides. That Saul is lost, he attributes to God's righteous 
judgment, God's righteous punishment of human sin. But that David is converted 
and saved, he attributes solely to God's mercy, grace, and choice of grace, not to an 
exercise of free will, to a lesser guilt, a better conduct on David's part. Just as the 
Concordia formula teaches: those who are blessed and those who are lost are 
equally guilty and behave in the same evil way. Those who are saved have only 
God's grace to thank for this. Over men who perish there comes only God's 
"righteous, well-inflicted judgment." "If we walk in this article, we keep the right way, 
as it is written in Hosea 13: ‘Israel, that thou shouldest perish, the guilt is thine; but 
that thou shouldest be saved, that is my grace only." 1) 

If anyone should turn up his nose at this point and say, with Professor Richard, 
that if there is no difference of action in man, if there is no cause of difference in the 
will of man, if the whole cause of beatitude is in God, then there is no universal grace, 
then God does not want to make all men blessed, he cannot be helped for the 
present. He is still wise in his own wisdom; with this wisdom he still mocks God and 
his holy word; he basically mocks the whole of Christianity, which is a religion of 
grace. God must take such a one especially to school, that the mist of imaginary 
wisdom may be cleared away. 

(Conclusion follows.) F. P. 


Recent Pentateuch Criticism. 


(Continued.) 


ll. 

On the history of criticism. 
3. 

The recent deed hypothetical. 

In the last number of this periodical we traced the history of the so-called newer 
hypothetical documents concerning the origin of the Pentateuch up to modern times, 
and saw how the Old Testament critics of today have reached a certain unanimity 
and accept four main documents as the main components of the present 
Pentateuch. 


1) Concordia Formula, Sol. Decl, art. |, § 57-64. 
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the priestly codex, P, and the writings of the Jahvist, J, the Elohist, E, and the 
Deuteronomist, D. And yet we cannot close this historical overview with this. For these 
critics agree only in this, that the Pentateuch is compiled from these four "main 
sources. On the other hand, there is the greatest difference of opinion among them, 
not only with respect to the fate which each of these main documents has experienced 
in the course of time up to the time of their compilation, as well as with respect to the 
number and nature of the revisions and redactions of these source writings, as we 
have already briefly explained in the previous article, but above all with respect to the 
chronological order and age of the individual documents. It is precisely here that the 
newest critics divide themselves into two camps, which are sharply opposed to each 
other and sharply fight each other. Here the hypothesis, usually but incorrectly called 
only a literary-critical question, becomes a religious-historical one of the most eminent 
importance. The older and in this question more positive among the newer critics, as 
whose present representatives Strack, Volck, v. Orelli, and others are regarded, 
suppose that the Elohistic writings, especially the priestly codex, are older than the 
Jahvisi, that these first three sources had probably been worked into a whole before 
the insertion of the youngest source, Deuteronomy, and that, therefore, the 
Pentateuch had been substantially completed before the Exile. These critics, though 
they are all adherents of the source distinction, unabashedly criticize the Old 
Testament Word of God, and unbelievingly reject many of its statements, are yet at 
least believers in revelation, assume that Israel from the beginning served the true 
God, Jehovah, and that Israel's history since Abraham's time has proceeded 
essentially as it is described in Scripture, believe that there was an Abraham, Isaac, 
and Jacob, that Israel was in Egypt, was carried out by Moses, received its law at 
Sinai, and that parts of the Pentateuch date from Mosaic times. But this so-called 
more positive and not numerous direction has been opposed for about twenty-five 
years by a school usually named after Well Hausen, which has gathered under its 
banner not only the most, but also the most influential and distinguished, and almost 
all the younger critics. It is to this most modern and radical criticism that we must, in 
order to have a complete picture of the critical movement, come still nearer, which 
sets forth the priestly code as the product of tendentious invention from post-exilic 
times, and thus turns the whole worship and the whole history of Israel upside down. 

The beginnings of this school, of course, go back further than twenty-five 
years. As early as the year 1835, two liberal licentiates of theology, Vatke and George, 
quite independently of each other, had adopted a new history of the origin of the 
Pentateuch. They went 
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The authors of the first part of the book proceeded from Hegel's philosophical ideas, 
which they transferred to the field of religion, and, in accordance with them, put 
forward the view that in the development of religious ideas feeling and imagination 
prevail in the beginning; only later does the cold, sober, butting understanding come 
to power. 1) From this it follows that the legislation of the middle books of the 
Pentateuch, which in the ordinances of worship and sacrifice, the laws of food and 
purification, etc., let the intellect prevail, the so-called priestly code, is younger than 
the Deuteronomic laws, the legislation of feeling, which also come from a later time, 
from the time of King Josiah (2 Kings 22:8 ff.). The legislation of the books Exodus, 
Leviticus, Numbers, he says, was formed only in and after the Exile. While, 
therefore, in the history of criticism up to this time, Deuteronomy was regarded as 
the youngest source writing and the "basic writing," the "older Elohist" or the "priestly 
codex," as the oldest, here the relationship is reversed all at once and the matter is 
turned upside down: Deuteronomy is older, the priestly codex younger. And as proof 
the principle of evolution was applied, even before the evolutionist view had really 
arisen. Of course, this fundamental assumption was immediately attacked and 
refuted by Hengstenberg, Ranke, and Drechsler, and their attacks remained 
unanswered. The whole view soon fell into oblivion, partly because the Hegelian 
philosophy from which it had proceeded went out of fashion. For Vatke's position, 
whose book on the "Religion of the Old Testament, developed according to the 
canonical books," Wellhausen now calls the most important contribution ever made 
to the history of ancient Israel and from whom he "professes to have learned the 
most and the best," 2) it is significant what he wrote to his lifelong, intimate friend, 
D. F. Strauss, the author of the book. F. StrauB, the author of the notorious "Life of 
Jesus." He said with reference to StrauB' work "The Old and the New Faith": "Your 
first question: Are we still Christians? | answer in the negative with you, if one means 
Original Christianity or Orthodox Christianity; but | answer in the affirmative, if one 
understands the Christian principle in the stream of spiritual development. | do not, 
however, pray to a person, but | immerse myself in the thought and feeling of an 
intensely infinite, which is more substantial than religious feeling." 3) 


1) As is well known, the radical criticism in the field of the New Testament, the Baursche 
or Tubinger Schule, was also strongly influenced by Hegel and proceeded in a very similar way 
to Wellhausen's school, in that it first undertook a tendentious historical construction of the 
apostolic age and then, in the interest of this "history," criticized the New Testament writings, 
that is, declared them to be genuine or spurious. 

2) "Prolegomena to the History of Israel." Third edition, p. 14. 

3) "Meusels Kirchliches Handlexikon." VII, p. 54 f. 


The recent Pentateuch criticism. 113 


But even before Vatke and George, since the year 1833, another young 
theologian who was soon to become famous, Reuss in Strasbourg, again quite 
independently of others, had presented a similar view in his lectures. He had 
asserted that the history told in the books of Judges, Samuelis, and Kings was in 
contradiction with the laws mentioned after Moses. From this it follows that these 
Mosaic laws were unknown at the time when the above-mentioned historical books 
were edited, and even more so during the times described therein, and therefore did 
not yet exist. 1) The prophets of the 8th and 7th centuries knew nothing of the Mosaic 
Code, and Deuteronomy was the oldest part of the legislation contained in the 
Pentateuch. 

But even ReuB' orally presented views were at first little noticed, although he 
later expressed them occasionally in print, until Graf, who had been a listener to his 
lectures in the thirties, published a work on "The Historical Books of the Old 
Testament" in 1866. In it, he wanted to show, especially by means of investigations 
into the history of cultus, that the legislation of the middle books of the Pentateuch 
bore "the clearest characteristics of their post-exilic composition"; the entire so-called 
basic scripture, the priestly codex, did not form the basis, but rather the most recent 
component of the Pentateuch, through whose insertion the redaction of the same 
had been completed. At the very beginning of his book, Graf formulated the question 
quite sharply thus: "We are not dealing here with the difference of a few years or 
even centuries, but with a whole millennium, and the question must be answered in 
which epoch of this long period of time we are to think of the Mosaic legislation before 
us as completed, whether we are to regard it, according to nature and analogy, as 
the testimony and result of a gradual development arising from a fruitful germ, or as 
something completed from the beginning and underlying all further development. 2) 
One's attention was drawn to this hypothesis of Graf's, as it is still frequently called. 
It was something epoch-making and at the same time something that overthrew the 
whole foundation. The old religion of Israel fell away in one fell swoop. For the 
Middle-Pentateuchal legislation, the main part of the priestly code, deals with the 
feasts, the priests, the sacrifices, the tabernacle, the whole cultus. And all this was 
supposed to come from later, much later times. There is no law given by Moses 
before the entry into Canaan. The priestly code is the product of a long 


1) The argumentum e silentio, which is always very precarious and here not even 
founded in the facts, forms the strongest argument of this whole school, especially also of its 
master Wellhausen. 

2) S.1. 
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development and only after the exile brought it into its present shape. Graf's 
hypothesis was therefore taken up, corrected in details and expanded, with particular 
zeal first by the quite naturalistically oriented Dutchman Kuenen, 1) but most vividly 
and successfully by Wellhausen, the most frequently mentioned and, in the opinion 
of his comrades, most important Old Testament critic of modern times. According to 
him, the whole direction now prevailing is called the school of Wellhausen, and it is 
usually dated from the year 1878, the publication of his chief work, the "Geschichte 
Israels" (History of Israel). In it Wellhausen confesses that the conventional critical 
views had long since seemed wrong to him, and that through them he had been 
unable to arrive at a clear view. "Then | occasionally learned in the summer of 1867 
that Karl Heinrich Graf had given the Law its place behind the Prophets, and almost 
without knowing the reason for his hypothesis, | was won over to it: | was allowed to 
admit to myself that Hebrew antiquity could be understood without the Book of 
Thorn." 2) The best known recent critics are Wellhausenians. We mention only 
Kautzsch, Stade, Smend, Giesebrecht, Budde, Cornill, Guthe, Gunkel, Holzinger, 
Marti, Meinhold, Rothstein in Germany, W. R. Smith (the late editor of the 
"Encyclopedia Britannica," through whom this work has become quite liberal in its 
theological articles), Cheyne, Driver in England, Bacon, N. Schmidt, Toy in America. 
There is no doubt that Wellhausen's very skilful and dazzling way of describing the 
hypothesis has contributed a great deal to this great spread of Graf's hypothesis, 
which, of course, is at the same time quite frivolous and often downright blasphemous 
in tone. 3) 

Now what does Wellhausen teach? According to him, the writing of the Jahvist 
is the oldest source of the Pentateuch, belonging to the "golden period of Hebrew 
literature," 1) from which also the oldest of the prophetic books are derived, written 
in the 9th century before Christ, distinguished by classical language and prophetic 
spirit. The writing of the Elohist is younger; that of the Deuteronomist again younger, 
and composed only in the time in which it is supposed to have been found, about the 
year 622 before Christ. (2 Kings 22:8 ff.) And now the main point: The priestly codex 
is not the Scripture 


1) "Historical-Critical Introduction to the Books of the Old Testament," "The Worship of 
Israel," and other works. 

2) "Prolegomena to the History of Israel" (which is the somewhat changed title of the 
second and third editions of his work), p. 4. 

3) Wellhausen was first professor of theology in Greifswald, but then had to leave 
theological teaching because of his radical views, and at present he is professor of oriental 
languages in the philosophical faculty of Géttingen. Of course, he has not stopped reading and 
writing about Old Testament topics, but he is no longer a "theologian by profession" and therefore 
completely unhindered in his destructive work. 

4) Prolegomena, p. 9. 
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It was the result of many years of work in and after the exile and was only worked 
into the Pentateuch when Ezra published and introduced it in the year 444 (Neh. 8). 
1) The terrible implications of these statements become clear when one takes a 
closer look at the factual situation constructed by them. The whole course of Israelite 
history, the whole cultus, the whole constitution and all the institutions of the people 
become totally different from what is set forth in Scripture and has been understood 
up to now. It was not the law that came first, and then the prophets, but first the 
prophets and then the law. What Wellhausen, and after him his whole school, 
teaches about the Israelite cult can be summarized in this way: In Hebrew antiquity 
there is no trace of an exclusively legitimate sanctuary. Every place is holy, and in 
every place God is. A multiplicity of altars is sanctioned, a central sanctuary is not 
ordered. The tabernacle owes its origin to the imagination of the priestly codex. The 
priests wanted to support their power in a clever way and therefore invented an 
ancient central sanctuary. - Before the prophet Exechiel, who lived only in the time 
of the exile, there is no trace of a guilt and sin offering. Of course, there were 
sacrifices in Israel long before that, but it was only a matter of to whom they were 
offered, not of "when", "where", "how", "by whom" and "for what". All this is again 
only ordered in the priestly codex, is later invention of the clever priests, who put 
these orders as commanded in ancient times. The sacrifices arose from natural 
occasions of life, were essentially sacred meals, and they lost their original character 
only when the cult was centralized in Jerusalem. - A similar thing is true of the origin 
of the great festivals, Easter, Pentecost, etc. They had not the least religious 
character. They had not the least religious occasion (as, e. g., the Passover, the 
miraculous execution from Egypt), but a purely natural one. They signified the 
beginning and the end of the cutting of the seed and the harvesting of the grapes. - 
And how is it with the priests and Levites, the servants in the sanctuary, the ministers 
of the divine ordinances? In the most ancient times there is no distinction between 
clergy and laity; anyone may slaughter and sacrifice who only wants to. There is no 
Aaron beside Moses. In ancient times there must have been a tribe of Levi. 


1) One of Wellhausen's squires, Gunkel, says in the latest commentary on Genesis: "The 
setting of P in exile is one of the surest results of criticism. In the opinion of very many scholars, 
the Book of the Law of Ezra, to which the community was committed in 444, and in the writing of 
which Ezra was also somehow involved, was? We may therefore think of the writing of the book 
in the time from about 500 to 444. Also P was not finished all at once." "Hand Commentary on 
the Old Testament." Edited in connection with other learned men by Dr. W. Nowack. I, 1. P. 
DXXXVII. 
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But this name had already disappeared in the time of the judges. Later, the name 
Levi became the professional name of the priestly families, who actually formed a 
caste and cunningly devised a high age for themselves and claimed an ancient right 
in order to impress the people and strengthen their rule. A high priest never existed; 
he owes his existence only to the priestly code. A figure of such incomparable 
importance is inconceivable beside a theocratic king. - These are the main features 
of the views of Wellhausen and his disciples on the ancient Israelite worship. 

And how does Israel's prehistory proceed? According to the opinion of the 
Wellhausenians, e. g. Cornills, approximately in this way: The history before Moses, 
i. e. the whole prehistory and patriarchal history, is not history, but saga, i. e., 
involuntary poetry of the people's imagination with a historical core that can no 
longer be determined, and myth, i. e., arbitrary tendency poetry for the illustration of 
religious ideas. 1) It is only with Moses that things begin to take shape. The time of 
the "Mythikon" gradually comes to an end. But even then everything is still 
interspersed with sagas. There is no question of divine revelation, it cannot exist. 
Therefore everything miraculous is fable. An exodus from Egypt, as described in the 
second book of Moses, never took place. Moses somewhat improved and cultivated 
the natural worship of the uncultivated Israelite horde, which, like all heathen 
peoples, they had, and taught them, who had sunk into polytheism, yes, fetishism 
and totemism, the service of the thunderstorm god Yahweh enthroned on Mount 
Sinai, after he himself had first learned the cult of Yahweh from the nomadic tribe of 
the Kenites, to whom his father-in-law belonged. A Sinaitic legislation, therefore, 
never existed. With the conquest of Canaan began a heroic period, similar to the 
history of the Greeks, which, admittedly also completely legendary, is described in 
the Book of Judges. The Jahvecultus stands in this time in heavy battle with pagan 
cults, until it finally prevails as the best religion. The real historical time, the 
"Historikon" of Israel, begins only with the time of the kings and the literary activity 
actually only in the time of the separated kingdoms, when the life of Israel was led 
by the prophets, who now also steered the religion of the people into the paths of 
ethical monotheism and proclaimed Yahweh as the only true God. 


1) In the above-mentioned commentary on Genesis by Gunkel, the first sentence reads, 
"Does Genesis (that is, the so-called ‘first book of Genesis 1) tell history or saga? This question 
is no longer a question to the modern historian; but still it is of importance to make clear to 
oneself the reasons of this modern position." (p. XI.) And Gunkel then, in a long treatise, 
classifies the alleged sagas, in fact the whole contents of Genesis, as "primal sagas, paternal 
sagas, historical sagas, ethnographic sagas, etiological sagas, ethnological sagas, etymological 
sagas, geological sagas, cultic sagas," and makes the Jahvists and Elohists, who collected 
these sagas, into Israelite Brothers Grimm. 
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What has been briefly sketched in the foregoing is evidently nothing but the most 
consistent application of the principle of evolution to the history and religion of the Old 
Testament. The divine factor has been completely eliminated, everything has developed 
from the bottom up. Years ago, therefore, a recent opponent of Wellhausen's theory, 
Klostermann, rightly said of Kuenen's book on the divine service of Israel that the picture 
of Israel's history and religion according to Kuenen related to that drawn in the Old 
Testament like a picture of Munchausen, who pulls himself out of the mire by his own 
neck, to the picture of Peter, who is kept above the waters by the word and the nearness 
of his Lord. (1) The advocates of this ground-breaking, truly heathen theory, which denies 
the living God, make no secret of the fact that they are guided in their statements by the 
fundamental idea of evolution, or, as they have lately usually expressed it, of the 
comparative history of religion. We could prove this with many citations from the almost 
innumerable publications of this school, especially from their main works, to which, 
besides the already mentioned writings of Wellhausen and Kuenen, Stade's "History of 
the People of Israel" and W. R. Smith's works belong. We will, however, only quote a few 
passages from the writings of a younger follower of Wellhausen. In a sensational lecture 
given some years ago on the "Beginnings of Israelite Religion and History," Meinhold 
says at the end of a lengthy exposition: "For a historical summary of the beginnings of 
Israel's religion and history, the time of the patriarchs and what we hear of it falls 
completely short. One must also clear up the last remnants of such a view. . . . The first 
impression of this result is, | do not deny it, an exceedingly depressing one. Abraham, 
the father of the faithful, Paul's favorite figure; Abraham, who saw Christ's day and 
rejoiced, in whose bosom we know Lazarus; Abram, Isaac, Jacob, who sit at table with 
the converts of the Gentiles, while the children of the kingdom, that is, the Israelites, are 
cast out, they who, precisely because of their bodily descent, thought they had a special 
right to the goods of the Messianic kingdom (and this bodily descent is not slight even by 
a Paul); they, who, because of their bodily descent, thought they had a special right to 
the goods of the Messianic kingdom. 


1) "Zeitschrift fr die gesammte lutherische Theologie und Kirche", 38, p. 402. Klostermann 
occupies a very unique position among today's critics and has found few followers up to now. In his 
comprehensive investigations on the Pentateuch (first published in the "Neue Kirchliche Zeitschrift", 
then in book form) he proves himself to be a quick-witted and astute opponent of Wellhausen's view, 
but in so doing he has again put forward entirely new ideas concerning the origin and redaction of the 
Book of Five. According to him, the "basic error" of all contemporary Pentateuch criticism is that one 
bases the investigations on the present text without going back to the original text, which has been 
revised many times in the course of time, and which is to be restored namely by conjectural criticism. 
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Men whose God calls himself Yahweh and thus, since he is not a God of the dead, 
announces that man lives on and is heading for a resurrection: all this is only a figment 
of the imagination, without reality!" - After Meinhold has at length expounded his views 
on the history of religion, he says: "Traits of this fetishism and totemism are found 
among all peoples in infancy; the Australians and Teutons, the Greeks and Indians, the 
Arabs, Syrians and Egyptians furnish examples enough of it. Should it have been 
different with the Israelites? The religion of Israel itself must give us information about 
this. And it does so in abundance. There we find that stones like trees, waters like 
animals appear infused with divine life-force, that the thunder-god lent his features to 
the Yahweh of Moses-in short, Israel before Moses is to be thought of as a 
conglomerate of nomadic tribes, devoted to fetishism and totemism like all primitive 
peoples." And as proofs of this cult of stone, trees, water, and animals, he then cites 
such passages as Gen. 28, 11. 12, 6. 2 Gen. 32, 20. 4 Gen. 21, 6. ff.! - About Moses 
and his meaning Meinhold finally says: "On the summit of a high mountain of the Sinai 
peninsula, which had hardly been climbed, a deity was enthroned. When clouds 
surrounded it, when lightning flashed around it, so that it flamed with a holy blaze, when 
wild thunder rolled along, the nomads who were encamped there heard the voice of this 
god. They bowed down in fear and terror before this power, which was called Jahve, 
that is, thunder god. 1) They were Arabic-speaking nomads who worshipped the deity 
here and probably also worshipped their tribal god in it. When they moved on, this seat 
remained sacred, and parts of the tribe may have remained behind, and they imparted 
the worship of this deity to other tribes, so that the god then remained common to 
several tribes. Some of these tribes found lodgings in Egypt, without thereby becoming 
unfaithful to their own kind and their old occupation; only when they were to be 
compelled to build cities and to render services, in other words, when they were 
deprived of that which the son of the desert regarded as life, the free, unconstrained 
rule, did they feel that they were in a foreign land. And one broke the yoke of the 
oppressor. It was the old Yahweh who did this, and his prophet was Moses. At Sinai the 
God of the fathers will have come alive again to Moses through the family of the Cainites 
or Kenites, who in a certain sense were still regarded as the actual bearers of the service 
of Yahweh, and who until late times were of importance in Israel precisely for the service 
of Yahweh. And what germinates in him, 


1) From the whole school of Wellhausen the name of Jehovah is no longer derived from XXX, 
to be, and explained according to Ex. 3, 14. ("I will be who | will be"), but is taken without any linguistic 
reason either as the "weather-god" (Wellhausen), or as the one who with his lightnings "fells, 
smashes down" (Stade), or as the "slinger" (Schwally). 
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becomes also the property of the people. His spirit jumps over to Jfrael. It follows 
Moses and follows the call of Yahweh through him to fight for freedom and life, and 
thus a work was begun which was to have the greatest and most infinite effects on 
the world... ." 1) 

Readers of this journal will not expect a further exposition and refutation of such 
views. There is not a foot of common ground between such critics and the followers 
of Bible faith. But what harvest must follow such sowing? For we repeat: 
Wellhausen's school is at present the dominant one in the Old Testament field. It 
holds the most important chairs, it is literarily the most active and aggressive, and it 
expresses its radical unbelief not only in books, encyclopedias, and journals, but also 
in papers intended for the people and in the unbelieving daily press. 2) 

And yet, for some years now, there have been signs that even this critical 
direction, which all science believes to have taken as its own, will be abandoned in 
its own time, though unfortunately not through a true conversion to the old truth. This 
time, however, the gravediggers are not Old Testament theologians, but the 
representatives of Asfyriology, which has blossomed so rapidly in the last decade. 
Assyriologists such as Hommel, Sayce, Halevy, who initially walked in Wellhausen's 
paths, abandoned them long ago and declared themselves against Wellhausen. 3) 
Especially 


1) "Wider den Kleinglaubens," |, pp. 25. 34. 44 f. 

2) From the many counter-writings against Wellhausen and his direction we single out A. 
K6hler's thorough "Lehrbuch der Biblischen Geschichte Alten Testaments"; 4. Robertson- "Tbe 
Rariv Religion ok Israel"; tV. 8. 6reen- "Lkoses and tbe Rropbets" and "Tbe Hebrew Reasts". 
Hoedemaker, "The Mosaic Origin of the Laws in the Books of Exodus, Leviticus, and Numbers." 
Smaller writings are: Rupprecht, "Die Anschauung der kritischen Schule Wellhausens vom 
Pentateuch"; Naumann, "Wellhausens Methode kritisch beleuchtet." Cf. also the article, "‘Vas 
dedovsb in Rrepropbetic Times " Rational veit’?" (Taeolo*oal HuarrsrIN, VIII, p. 25.) 

3) Cf. the article, "Modern Old Testament Biblical Criticism and Hammel's -Altisraelitische 
Ueberlieferung in inschriftliche Beleuchtung*." "In his latest work, "Die altorientalischen 
Denkmaler und das Alte Testament," Hommel says: "The more | have immersed myself in the 
mysteries of Oriental antiquity, the more unshakably | have become convinced that the views of 
Wellhausen's school ... are consistently wrong. They are, after all, only hypotheses resting ona 
materialistic-philosophical foundation, which up to now, wherever monumentally authenticated 
facts come into consideration, directly contradict them instead of being confirmed by them. But in 
the end even the most ingenious hypothesis must fail because of facts." And Sayce, the English 
Assyriologist, who is not at all orthodox, said some time ago, "| bave cowe to disbeiieve tborongbi' 
in tbe so-caiied criticai view ok tbe Composition ok tbe Rsntsteuck. | believe tbat substsotiali’ jt jg 
tbe work ok tbe iUosaic age and ok Noses biwseik." 
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But this question has become more lively because of the "Babel-Bible"-controversy 
initiated by Friedrich Delitzsch and conducted so lively in the last two years. As 
fundamentally wrong and destructive as the views on the history of religion of the leading 
Affyriologists and Babylonists are, who want to transfer the origin of the Israelite religion 
to Babel, they have nevertheless shown by their other historical investigations and 
cuneiform decipherments that the Oriental peoples were already on a very high level of 
culture centuries before Moses, and have thus withdrawn the ground from the evolutionist 
basic principle of Wellhausen's school. And by the sensational find of Susa, the pillar with 
the collection of laws of Hammurabi, the Amraphel mentioned in Genesis 14:1, the basic 
premise of Wellhausen's criticism, that there could have been no writing down of Israelite 
laws before the ninth century, is thrown overboard, and also the time of Abraham is lifted 
out of the legendary darkness into which these critics wanted to relegate it. Hence the well- 
known Bible-believing English apologist Urquhart recently said, "The pit of the excavator 
is the grave of higher criticism, and its fall into it only a matter of time. He awaits it, and will 
cover it with a deeper past than the Assyrian." But we cannot now dilate further on this 
point, on which many things might yet be said. 1) 

We have come to the end of the historical overview. We have seen how the newer 
criticism of the Pentateuch has worked tirelessly for 150 years and yet has only brought to 
light a multitude of contradictory and mutually opposing hypotheses, thereby at the same 
time providing proof that the much-vaunted historical criticism is not capable of 
establishing the post-Mosaic origin of the Pentateuch. We conclude, therefore, with the 
apt words of the well-known recent defender of verbal inspiration, Dr. W. Kdlling, who 
wrote a few years ago in an argument with the higher critic Kamphausen: "First of all, let 
me ask what are the certain results of modern theology? | know only two. 1. Modern 
theology has broken with the evangelical formal principle, for God's Word is no longer 
God's Word to it. Only by professorial grace are individual particles of it recognized. (2) 
Modern theology has broken with the evangelical material principle, for the meritorious 
ground of justificatio, Christ's blood, is no longer to it the blood of the Son of God in the 
metaphysical sense. . . | know of no other ‘certain results.’ | know, indeed, a great multitude 
of hypotheses, of which, however, seldom one survives its inventor, and most of them 
mutually ver- 


1) Cf. the article: "The Present Struggle in the Field of Assyriology." "L. u. W. 49, p. 16. 
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after having lived the joyless existence of a mayfly. | know a whole army of great 
unknowns who are supposed to be the authors of the New Testament writings, | know 
the strange constructions of the history of the old covenant people, but | know no real 
result of the negative criticism. Genesis will still be, to speak with Luther, the speech 
of the Holy Spirit, done through Moses, when the mp@tov wevdd¢ of Old Testament 
criticism, the famous 

Invention by the Elohist and Jehovist, will long since have fallen into deserved 
oblivion. The so-called Deutero-lsaiah will still be genuinely Isaiahan, when the 
representatives of its deuterocity will belong only to the theological cabinet of 
antiquities." 1) L. F. 


Ecclesiastical contemporary history. 


I. America. 

According to Dr. Carroll, the Roman count 9,891,869 Communicirende, increase last year 
166, 110; the Methodists 6, 192,494, increase 112,946; the Baptists 4,725,775, increase 61, 146; 
the Lutherans 1, 715, 910, increase 39, 567; the Presbyterians 1, 661, 522, increase 26, 506; the 
Episcopalians 782, 543, increase 15, 209; the Congregationalists 659, 704, increase 15, 209; the 
Reformed 390, 578, increase 5540. The Quakers have lost 2069 members in the last five years; 
the Freewill Baptists, 19,655; the Salvation Army, 15,000; the Christian Scientists, 10,000. The 
Mormons number 342,072 members, increase in the last five years 1982. F.B. 

Of the Lutheran Church in America, Old Faith writes: "During the nineteenth century, 
about six million Germans are said to have emigrated to North America. Among them were 
perhaps three million Lutherans. How very different things would be for the Lutheran Church in 
the United States if they had succeeded in receiving all these inhabitants of our confession into 
their communion! In reality, more than half have been lost to the English denominations or have 
sunk into utter faithlessness." - These words testify to a great lack of self-knowledge. The fact is 
that the great majority of German Protestant immigrants are church-degenerate and can be won 
over to the church only with difficulty. This, however, does not reflect first of all on the Lutheran 
Church of America, but on the degenerate German Landeskirchen. F. B. 

In what does Ohio agree with Missouri? This question is answered in the "Theologische 
Zeitblatter" of March. Concerning the doctrine of the election of grace, it says on page 67: 
"Missouri and we agree on the following points: 1. The cause of our blessedness lies solely and 
exclusively in God; the effectual and meritorious cause of it is in no respect and in no way and in 
no degree, however small, to be sought in man. When a man is saved, it is from beginning to end 
nothing but the unmerited grace of God. (2) There is not only one general counsel of God, in which 
he has from eternity made a way of salvation. 


1) "Lou. W." 41, p. 24. 
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We are of the opinion that God has not only prepared salvation for all men, but also a particular 
decision of election, by virtue of which God has decided in eternity to make a certain number of men, 
and these only, infallibly blessed." Concerning the doctrine of conversion, p. 71, it is said: "We agree 
with Missouri in this: the effecting and meritorious cause of conversion lies in no way and in no degree 
in man; but conversion is solely, from beginning to end, and in all stages, a work of the free and 
undeserved grace of God, who brings it about by the means of grace. The natural man is just spiritually 
dead." Concerning the analogy of faith, p. 76, it is declared, "We are agreed with Missouri in the 
following principles: 1. The sacred Scriptures are the only source of Christian doctrine. 2. the articles 
of faith are to be taken only from the perfectly clear passages of Scripture as the proper seats of 
doctrine. 3. dark passages are to be interpreted according to clear ones. 4. no interpretation of 
Scripture shall violate the Central Article of Justification. 5. All the articles of faith are related to each 
other." - Now, if there were really true and full agreement between Ohio and Missouri on the points 
mentioned by the "Theological Gazettes," the controversy between the two Synods would be moot. In 
fact, however, the very points on which Ohio says there is already agreement are denied by Ohio. This 
is clear from the very article in which this unity is emphasized as existing. As to the main point, the 
cause of conversion and blessedness, the Zeitblattern, p. 71, says: "How is it that of those on whom 
the Holy Spirit works for their conversion, not all are converted? We answer this question thus: "This 
is due solely to wilful reluctance, which the one part puts into practice, although it could be left alone 
in virtue of the grace working on it, while the other part leaves it alone in virtue of this grace, although 
it could also be put into practice in spite of it. Thus the latter is converted solely and exclusively by the 
power and effect of divine grace, and the former is not converted in spite of the same grace. The 
mystery why both parts are not converted by the same grace is a psychological one." Here it is clearly 
stated that of the people on whom the Holy Spirit works for their conversion, the one is converted 
before the other, and this is due solely to the fact that they refrain from wilful reluctance. The cause of 
conversion and blessedness, then, according to Ohio, is not in God alone. S. 72, the "Zeitblatter" 
remark on Apost. 13, 44-48: "So the same grace in the Gospel worked first on the Jews, then on the 
Gentiles, and that for the purpose of conversion. The Jews were not converted, the Gentiles were 
converted. What does the text itself give as an explanation of this opposite result? This, that the Jews 
wilfully resisted the converting grace, and the Gentiles refrained from it, and submitted to the order 
laid down by God Himself for conversion and beatification, by virtue of the grace working upon them. 
In other words, the different result of the same powerful and sufficient grace is the consequence of the 
different conduct towards this grace, a conduct which, on the one hand, by the power and effect of this 
grace, and by this alone, may be the right one, but, on the other hand, in spite of the same, and 
perhaps even greater grace, since the latter never works irresistibly, may be the wrong one, hindering 
conversion." Here, too, itis clearly stated that the Gentiles, in distinction from the Jews, were converted 
because they refrained from wilful resistance and submitted to the order of salvation, and that their 
conversion was the consequence of this their conduct. 


Ecclesiastical - Contemporary. 123 


was against grace. "The different result of the same powerful and sufficient grace is the 
consequence of the different conduct toward that grace." Such are the words of the "Zeitblatter." 
But thus again it is stated as clearly as can be, that to the Ohioans the conduct of man is a cause 
of conversion and blessedness. It is not, then, at that (as the "Zeitblatter" assert) Ohio teaches 
with Missouri, "The cause of our blessedness is solely and exclusively in God," and, "The 
effectual and meritorious cause of conversion is in no wise and in no degree in man." Ohio 
teaches rather, Conversion and blessedness are the result of right conduct against grace. But if 


conversion and blessedness are the result of human conduct against grace, then eo ipso this 
very human conduct against grace is the cause of conversion and blessedness. With 
deliberation we say "cause," though we know that Ohio does not wish this word to be used here. 
But what an effect (result) follows from, therein it has its cause. Now if, according to Ohio, 
conversion follows from right conduct toward grace, it also has its cause inthis. F. B. 

"The Revision of the New English Translation of Luther's Small Catechism." The 
Ohio "Church Gazette," March 12, writes: "The above revision was adopted by a joint committee, 
consisting of alternates from the General Synod of Ohio, the General Council, the General 


Synod, and the United Synod of the South, printed in the Columbus Theological Magazine, Vol. 


XIX, 1899, pp. 77. 78, and now appears in the Lutheran Standard. 

The said committee, in its opinion, declared this revision to be the best, and also resolved to 
have it printed and submitted to the general bodies of the Synod. The General Synod of Ohio, 
in 1902, resolved that the revised text of this new English translation be printed in the Standard, 
and referred the further consideration of this matter to the several districts, with the order that 
they report to the next General Synod." In the translation recommended by the Committee, the 
words are added to the first commandment: "Thou shalt not make unto thee any graven image, 
nor any likeness," etc. (Ex. 20:4-6.) To the second commandment the revised text adds: "For 
the LORD will not suffer him to go unpunished that usurpeth his name." The third commandment 


in the revised translation reads: "Remember the Sabbath-day to keep it holy. Six days shalt 


thou labor, and do all thy work," etc. (Ex. 20:8-II.) The Ohio "Church Journal” now protests 
against these additions and changes, especially in the third commandment. It writes: "We are 
decidedly of the opinion that the Synod should never give its consent to such a revision of the 
English Catechism, and certainly expect that all German districts will decide in this way, and 
have such expectations even of the English. The matter concerns us also, for our children and 
our children's children will not all remain German, but we want to leave them the inheritance of 
their fathers whole and full, pure and loud." The version of the third commandment which the 
committee, consisting also of members of the Ohio Synod, proposes, if passed off as a 
translation, is a forgery of Luther's text and involves a false doctrine of Sunday. The "Augustana" 
writes: "For those who believe that the order of Sunday was established as necessary for the 
Sabbath are very much mistaken. For the holy Scriptures have abolished the Sabbath, and teach 
that all ceremonies of the old law may be abated after the opening of the Gospel, and yet, 
because it has been necessary to decree a certain day, on which the Lord's Day may be 
observed, they are mistaken. 
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That the people might know when they should meet together, the Christian church hath ordained Sunday 
for this purpose, and hath been the more pleased and willing to make this change, that the people might 
have an example of Christian liberty, that it might be known that neither the keeping of the Sabbath nor 
of any other day was needful." (Miller, p. 67.) F. B. 


"Believe the word and be saved." The Lutheran Observer of March 4 calls this genuinely Christian 
and Lutheran phrase false. He also writes in an article, "The Faith That Saves," among other things, thus, 
"It is the simplicity of faith that often puzzles people. They are discussing a doctrine when they ought 
to be doing an act. They worry their brains when they ought to be yielding their hearts. Faith is 
sometimes defined as an assent to the truth of the Gospel which God has given us. But this is an 
intellectual act that is not sufficient to save a soul. Intellectual belief in the Gospel is entertained by 
millions without the slightest penitence for sin or the least step toward following Christ. There are 
plenty of intellectual believers in that world of woe where 'the devils also believe-and tremble!’ Faith 
has also been defined as ‘taking God at His word’. A very important mental act is this, too; but does 
any 'word' of our Heavenly Father save our souls? Did the apostles ever preach ‘believe the word and 


be saved'?" - According to the Scriptures we are pure because of the word, Joh. 15, 3. And the saving 
faith consists precisely in this, that we believe the gospel, Marc. 1, 15. The Lutheran confession agrees 
with this, declaring "that it is the right custom of the gospel that we believe in absolution, and that we 
certainly believe that without our merit our sins are forgiven us through Christ, so that when we believe in 
the word of absolution we are also truly reconciled to God, as if we heard a voice from heaven. Our 


confession speaks similarly in countless places. The Observer is also not well versed in the ABC of 
Christian doctrine. This is also evident from other passages in the same article, e. g.: "But just what is 
genuine and Scriptural and effectual repentance? Is it sorrow for sin? Yes; but it is a vast deal more 
than that. It is the act of a soul that with not only a sorrow for sin but hatred of sin turns from it to 
God with an earnest endeavor to obey and follow Jesus Christ. Evangelical repentance and faith go 
together. They are inseparable. They are the two halves of one globe. Sorrow, shame, self-reproach 
will all end in nothing unless you lay hold of Him who alone can give you the new life, the new 
character, and the new conduct." About: "Begin to do the first thing that the Spirit working on your 
conscience bids you do. When you honestly take any step either in abandoning a sin, or in doing a 
duty, and do this simply to please Jesus Christ, then conversion has begun. You have changed masters. 
To be willing to trust on Christ; and to go with Christ even for a single important step is the beginning 
of a genuine Christian life." In the place of faith taking hold of the forgiveness of sins, "new character" 
and "new walk" are here substituted. In another article of the same number we read, "No man can be a 
partaker of salvation without conversion; and the demand for it, the necessity of it, is so universal that 
we must extend it even to those who have been received into the Church by Infant Baptism. For though 
such persons have been incorporated into the kingdom of grace, and are subjects of the constraining 
influences of grace, yet salvation cannot be attained by them individually, without a personal 
awakening and conversion following thereupon." These and similar sentences 
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reveal a deplorable lack of clarity in the Lutheran doctrine of justification, faith, and conversion. 
What the General Synod needs above all is a serious study of the Lutheran symbols. F. B. 
A Disgrace to the Lutheran Church. The "Lutheran Church Gazette" of Reading reports in 


its number of March 5: "At San Jose, Cal. the Rev. W. E. Crouse, an English Lutheran, held ‘union 
meetings’ under Dr. W. Chapman. Rev. Crouse will lecture to the Oddfellows on Links in a Chain 


of Gold." "The Rev. Dr. L. L. Sieber, an English Lutheran, held a union service with the Methodists, 
Presbyterians, Episcopalians and Lutherans at Hillsboro, III. Over 60 persons were converted. The 


‘meetings’ continued until Feb. 24, then on Feb. 26 Rev. Dr. Sieber started new ones at Quincy, 
lll." "An evangelist from Harrisburg, Pa. is going about the country holding ‘conversions.’ His name 
is John M. Warben. At the home of the English Lutheran, Rev. C. R. Gruver, at West Sand Lake, 
N. Y., he has been consecrating for a fortnight. The other churches of the town, as Methodists, 
Presbyterians, etc., attended all the services, and they expect a portion of the spoils to go to them." 
- Of such and similar things may be read again and again in the columns of the said paper. F. B. 

Eternal damnation denied by the Unrighteous. In the "Magazin" of the Unirten, p. 154, it 
says in a review of the writing of L. Prager, "Die Lehre von der Vollendung aller Dinge" (The 
Doctrine of the Completion of All Things): "In the first (section) the author seeks to prove that the 
Scriptural expressions which deal with damnation are by no means to be understood in the sense 
of infinite and unceasing. He also brings to mind the judgments of other theologians. Thus, for 
example: 'K. |. Nitzsch and R. Rothe have even declared the assumption that God allows 
punishment to be eternally unsuccessful to be a terrible blasphemy.’ Indeed: The doctrine of the 
infinity of damnation cannot be rhymed with the character of God, neither with his omnipotence, 
nor with his justice, nor with his wisdom or love." - The doctrine of eternal damnation, like every 
other doctrine of theology, is to be taken from the clear word of Holy Scripture, and not from all 
kinds of reasoning from the "character of God." What is true of God's omnipotence, justice, wisdom, 
and love, only God himself can tell us in his Word. But God's word clearly says about the damned 
that their worm does not die and their fire does not go out, Is. 66, 24. Prov. 11, 7. F.B. 

Union of Presbyterians. The committees appointed by the Presbyterian and Cumberland 


Presbyterian Churches have agreed at St. Louis to make the proposition to their respective General 


Assemblies, 
to unite on the basis of the Confession revision of 1903, in such a way that the Cumberland 


Presbyterians drop their name. In adopting the Confession of Faith of the Presbyterian Church 
in the United States of America, as revised in 1903, as a basis of union, it is mutually recognized 
that such agreement now exists between the systems of doctrine contained in the Confession of 
Faith of the two Churches as to warrant this union-a union honoring alike to both. Mutual 
acknowledgment also is made of the teaching and defense of essential evangelical doctrine held 
in common by these Churches, and of the divine favor and blessing that have made this common 
faith and service effectual. It is also recognized that liberty of belief exists by virtue of the 
provisions of the Declaratory Statement, which is part of the Confession of Faith of the 
Presbyterian Church in the United States of America, and which states that 
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the ordination vow of ministers, ruling elders, and deacons, as set forth in the Form of Government, 
requires the reception and adoption of the Confession of Faith, only as containing the system of 
doctrine taught in the Holy Scriptures’. This liberty is specifically secured by the Declaratory 
Statement, as to Chapter III and Chapter X, Section 3 of the Confession of Faith. It is recognized also 
that the doctrinal deliverance contained in the Brief Statement of the Reformed Faith, adopted in 1902 
by the General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church in the United States of America, ‘for a better 
understanding of our doctrinal beliefs,’ reveals a doctrinal agreement favorable to reunion." 2. "The 
union shall be effected on the doctrinal basis of the Confession of Faith of the Presbyterian Church in 
the United States of America, as revised in 1903, and of its other doctrinal and ecclesiastical standards: 
and the Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments shall be acknowledged as the inspired Word of 
God, the only infallible rule of faith and practice.” It is obvious that by this agreement Calvinism and 
Arminianism are declared equal. Hence the Presbyterian of Philadelphia also raises his protest against 
this arrangement. But he is inconsistent, for the very revision of 1903, into which Presbyterian finally 
acquiesced, means nothing but renunciation of Calvinism's exclusive rights. F. B. 

Dr. Briggs, whom the Presbyterians tried some years ago for openly denying the inspiration of 
the Holy Scriptures and other Christian doctrines, and whom the Episcopalians then welcomed with open 
arms together with his heresies and ordained to the priesthood through Bishop Potter, is now giving his 
"benefactors" no small headache. For Briggs has repeatedly and publicly called attention to the nullity 


and ridiculousness of the claims of the Anglican Church. In particular, Briggs has pilloried the 
Episcopalians’ fundamental article of "historic episcopacy". It seems that Dr. Briggs himself is preparing 


his conversion to the Papacy. In a speech to the Church Club in New York, for example, Briggs expressed 
the following thoughts: "1. that apostolic succession hangs ‘by a very slender historical thread;' 2. that 
ordination in the Episcopal Church is not a sacrifice, and that, inferentially, a man ordained by it 
cannot consecrate the elements in the Eucharist in a sacrificial sense; 3. That in point of universality 
the Church of Rome has almost the only claim worth considering; and 4. That the Pope was right, in 
the main, when he affirmed Anglican orders to be invalid from the Roman point of view, but that by 


that very decision he affirmed the validity of Presbyterian and Lutheran orders.” Briggs also stated that 
he felt Potter's re-ordination was a great humiliation and an insult to the other church communities. | 
wonder if the Episcopalians will now tolerate Dr. Briggs, whom they take to be an unjustly persecuted 
man? The Churchman, who used to point out Dr. Briggs from time to time as a particularly Bright Light 
and a great Acquisition to the Episcopalians, is already striking a different note. He calls Dr. Briggs a 
Presbyterian for whom the Episcopal Church is not responsible, and whose scholarship is not far behind. 


In his number of March 12, the Churchman writes: "In his (Dr. Briggs') principles of criticism there 
appears no criterion by which we may distinguish the genuine from the spurious, other than an 
arbitrary judgment. We believe his principles to be radically unsound, and calculated to convey the 
impression to the ordinary reader that the Gospels are not al- 
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together trustworthy." The case of Briggs is characteristic of the genuinely Papist sentiments of 

the Episcopalians, who would welcome Briggs, the despiser of Holy Scripture, with open arms, but 

turn their backs on him as soon as he touches the human delusion of the historic Episcopacy. 
F. B. 


The Thirteenth Annual Negro Conference at Tuskegee was attended by more than 1000 
farmers. Booker Washington presided. He sought to instill worldly courage in his people and to help 


them get on their feet with worldly education. At Tuskegee he called out to the Negroes, "If we will 
take courage and press forward with a hopeful spirit, friends will come to us. The world likes a 
courageous people, but turns away from a whining, discouraged people." The following 
resolutions were passed: "First, that negroes should buy land and practice thrift, build better 
houses, schools, and churches, and encourage good roads and the prompt regular payment of 
taxes. Second, that they strive for a higher standard of morality and require it in their teachers 
and ministers. Third, that education would foster moral improvement, and that there was no 
evidence that education increased crime. Fourth, that everything should be done to promote 
harmony and mutual confidence between the races." But what the much-vaunted education was 
capable of accomplishing for the Negro was shown just at Tuskegee. The Churchman reports, "A 
farmer from Hale County, Ala. told how, from owning two oxen and a mule, he had become the 
wealthiest man in his county, and, in a small way, a capitalist. 'I lend money now,' he said. 'How 
much interest do you charge?’ asked someone in the audience. 'From twelve and a half to fifteen 
per cent,’ he said. 'Where did you learn to charge that?’ continued the questioner. 'From having 


to pay it myself when I was poor,’ was the shrewd answer." - How does this educated usurer differ 
morally from the uneducated chicken thief? That modern education does not protect even the whites 
from the crudest barbarism is testified to loudly by the numerous lynchings. Booker Washington 


says in a letter to the Age-Herald in Alabama: "Within the last fortnight three members of my race 
have been burned at the stake; of these one was a woman. ... The custom of burning human 
beings has become so common as scarcely to excite interest or attract unusual attention. ... These 
barbarous scenes, followed as they are by the publication of the shocking details, are more 
disgraceful and degrading to the people who inflict the punishment than to those who receive it.” 


The extent to which the sense of the criminal in lynching has been dulled even among whites is 
shown by the example of Brown, the bishop of the Anglican Church in Arkansas. In a lecture on 


"Lynching," the same said, "If this awful misfortune (rape) were to come home to the men of this 
congregation, there is not one in ten among you who could, or would, resist the almost 
overmastering impulse to join those who would avenge crime at the end of the rope." This is 


much regretted by the Churchman, who reports the above in his number of March 5, and he assures 
us that Bishop Brown does not represent the Episcopal Church in this piece. F.B. 
Bible Reading and Religious Education in the Public Schools. The Apologist writes: "We 


have quoted (p. 132) from the report of the first convention of the Religious Education 
Association, held in Chicago last year (February 10-12, 1903), that in 1896 inquiries were made 


of 946 superintendents of public schools in all parts of our country, and that from this number 454 
superintendents reported that the Bible was read in all their schools; 
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295 superintendents reported that the Bible is read in part in their schools, and only 197 reported that it 
is not read in their schools. Or, in other words, in about 48 percent of the schools the Bible is read without 
exception, in 31 percent it is read in part, and in 21 percent it is not read. But a still more accurate and 
favorable statement is furnished by the statistics of the Federal Commissioner of Education in the Annual 


Report of 1902 (p. 2414). Our esteemed college, Dr. David D. Thompson, of the Northwestern Christian 


Advocate (a paper which has done much service in this struggle for the preservation of our public schools 
against the onslaughts of Rome), publicizes a table from this annual report, in which a complete 
statement is given from all the States. We leave here only the principal particulars. Inquiries were made 
as to the religious instruction in the public schools of 808 towns, each having a population of 4000 souls 
or more. Out of the 808 towns, there were 651 (or 80.7 per cent) in which the public schools were opened 
with religious exercises. In 157 towns (or 19.4 per cent) there were no religious exercises, but in only 77 
(or 9.4 per cent) were they prohibited. In 602 cities (or 75 percent) the Bible was used, and in 49 cities a 
collection of selected lessons. In 43 cities only the Bible was allowed to be read. In 536 cities (or 66.3 
percent) prayer formed a part of the religious exercises, and in 226 cities (or 28 percent) religious songs 
were sung. In only 99 cities (or 12.2 percent) was it forbidden to accompany the read Bible passages 
with any explanations. In 8 cities the Bible reading was limited to the New Testament, and also in 8 cities 
only the Old Testament was read." - The "apologist" rejoices over this, and yet he complains when papists 
attempt to introduce their religion into the state schools. That Papists and others are taxed to organize 
religious exercises in the spirit of the Methodists in the state schools, the "Apologist" finds quite all right. 


What he condemns in the papists he teaches and practices himself. Where is the much-vaunted "golden 


tule"! F.B. 


ll. foreign countries. 

How can Christianity be made worldly and saved for the modern generation? This is the question 
modern liberal theology seeks to answer. Traditional Christianity is no longer edible for modern man. A 
further development of Christianity had become unavoidably necessary. Modern culture, with its natural 
research, its world trade, its political science, national economy, etc., demanded an improved 
Christianity. If Christianity is not to perish, it must be adapted to the changed conditions of modern life. 
The liberals are now arguing in this and similar terms. The question as to what these necessary changes 
are that must be made to Christianity in order to keep it alive in the atmosphere of modern culture was 
answered by Professor Bouffet of Géttingen in a lecture given in Hanover, according to a report in "Old 
Faith": "In preaching the Gospel we must no longer begin with the idea of the complete depravity of 
human nature and all human activity. As is well known, this is the fundamental sentiment of Paul, handed 
down by Augustine and newly consolidated by Luther: The human race, corrupted from Adam, sinks 
further and further into the night of sin and ruin. And into this lost world a Redeemer descended to redeem 
us, who was different 
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than we, he from above, we from below, he full of divine nature, we only men. Everything is based 
on the opposites of sin and grace. To hold fast to this fundamental view alone would be to deprive 
modern culture of its right, to force it to renounce itself. But this is no longer possible. No one has the 
power to impose it on modern life. So it may be necessary to hold up to the moderns the moral ideal 
of living with God and acting according to his will, and to awaken in them the consciousness of their 
imperfection. But we must do away with this thought of the general depravity of human nature, and 
we can do so all the sooner, since Jesus did not say that all men are sinners, and never saw the task 
of his preaching as calling forth in his hearers the knowledge of their evil nature. - Let us no longer 
speak of the divinity of Christ, let us no longer say: he from above, we from below! For, as we know, 
it again means a shift and change in the elements of the gospel that already for Paul faith in Christ is 
the same as faith in God, and that he holds Christ to be a pre-existent heavenly being, God's image. 
Although in this formula of the deity of Christ the significance of the person of Christ for his church 
may at least be brought to a conclusive expression, yet with the deification of the person of Christ 
and his conception as a supernatural being such a dangerous way, such an opportunity for all kinds 
of speculations, is opened that we do well to strike it out, and all the more so because Jesus' self- 
testimony compels us to give it up. For he himself wanted to be so little different from us that he also 
rejected the claim of absolute goodness from himself. And in his whole life he placed himself on the 
side of men and not on the side of God. One does not deprive him of any honor to which he would 
have laid claim, if one cannot profess the deity of Christ. - Nor do we speak any more of Christ's death 
as a sacrifice offered for our sin! For, as is well known, it was Paul again who, though the belief in the 
atoning sacrificial significance of Christ's death may have arisen before him, gave to this theory the 
central position in the whole of the proclamation of salvation, in consequence of which the hard dogma 
arose: without Christ's sacrificial death no forgiveness! But our moral sense, formed by Kant's ethics, 
tells us that no one else can take away the guilt you have committed and atone for it. And according 
to our religious feeling it would be an unworthy conception of God that he could not forgive of his own 
free will. Let us therefore abandon this idea of sacrifice! And all the more rightly, since in Jesus’ 
preaching we find nothing of satisfaction, but - think only of the parable of the prodigal son - 
forgiveness without any condition. - Let us abandon the belief in miracles! For once it no longer fits 
into this world, into the modern view of a general lawfulness of natural events. It also contradicts our 
changed faith in God. For we have learned to believe in a God of order and not of disorder, in a God 
whose world fabric is so fine and sure that it never needs correction. How small a God is he who 
thinks that he must constantly help up his work by miracles! It is true that Jesus and his disciples 
thought differently of miracles, since the limits of what was possible had not yet been marked out for 
them. But Jesus did not see the central and decisive thing for faith in miracles either. And we dare, 
guided by a fine hand and by his spirit, to detach Christianity from the belief in miracles, insofar as 
this demands renunciation of the assumption of the unbreakable lawfulness of natural events. - Let 
us at last give the old revelation 
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The concept of revelation! After the modern science of history has destroyed the nimbus of 
supernatural events that was woven around the history of salvation, it is impossible to hold on to a 
special area of divine revelation in the old sense. It is in vain to try to erect emergency dams and 
defences in order to maintain the validity of Scripture as the owner of special divine revelation. History 
compels us to assume a special event of revelation. Let us therefore take seriously the idea of general 
revelation, in which everything is human and everything divine! Everything human, inasmuch as no 
divine activity runs alongside the human; everything divine, inasmuch as the whole history of mankind 
is a work of God." - In order, then, to make Christianity "worldly," according to Bousset, one must simply 
delete the same thing from A to Z. And in this Bousset is undoubtedly right. He is mistaken only in 
thinking that this has become necessary only through our culture. Paul already declares that the gospel 
of Christ is an offense to the Jews and a foolishness to the Greeks. Christianity is not worldly, - that 
was already an axiom of the ancient Jews, Greeks and Romans. And the Christians, especially of the 
first three centuries, had to experience abundantly that their Christianity was not "worldly. What Bousset 
babbles about modern man with modern culture, to whom Christianity must be adapted, is idle talk. In 
a religious sense, the natural man today is still exactly what Adam was after the Fall: a sinner with an 
evil conscience. Against the evil conscience, however, there is still no other remedy today than the 
gospel of the forgiveness of sins for Christ's sake, which God preached in Paradise. And as long as 
modern natural science and world trade do not succeed in eradicating sin and producing living saints, 
it will remain so. The much-vaunted "modern man" is, strictly speaking, none other than the strongly 
marked "old Adam," who can only be helped by the ancient preaching of Law and Gospel. Bousset, 
like Schleiermacher a hundred years ago, wants to win new adherents for Christianity among the 
educated by his speeches. But by his doctrine of the "Father in heaven, who can anger no man," he 
destroys in his hearers the last sparks of fear of sin and divine judgment! Instead of awakening the 
conscience, he puts the same to sleep. As a true apostle of Satan, Bousset lies to modern despisers 
of God and servants of sin that they can be Christians and dear children of God without repentance 
and faith in the gospel. But almost more than about Bousset, one must be surprised about the 
bottomless ignorance of his listeners, to whom Bousset could make believe that the pieces which he 
deletes from the Gospel are not to be found in the teachings of Jesus. Every confirmand could teach 
Bousset better from the Scriptures. Nor does his listeners seem to have noticed the thoughtlessness 
that lies in the fact that Bousset declares a further development of Christianity to be absolutely 
necessary, and then brings about this further development by deleting everything that is supposed to 
have "developed" in Christianity since Paul and Luther. If the "simple gospel" which, according to 
Bousset, Christ preached 1800 years ago, is the goal of the modern development of Christianity, where 
then is progress, development, and evolution? - If only the modern "advanced thinkers" would at least 
get into the habit of thinking! F. B. 

The "Old Faith" of 19 February writes of the "Hanseatic-Oldenburg MisfouSconference", which 
was founded in June of last year: "Completely neutral in confessional terms, it places its work at the 
service of the MisfouSconference. 
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sion societies of Bannen, Breklum, Bremen, Hermannsburg, Herrnhut and Leipzig. Since these 
societies belong to four different church fellowships, the Missionary Conference practically 
represents the idea of union..... The suggestion for the conference came from the leader of the 
North German Missionary Society. The invitation was signed by twelve clergymen and laymen 
from Bremen and nine from Hamburg, as well as by three pastors from Libeck, three from 
Oldenburg and two from Holstein..... During the discussion of the draft statutes, the proposal to 
include the 'Unaltered Augsburg Confession’ in the confession paragraph met with decisive 
opposition. The conference would then have been "closed to the reformed co-religionists". It was 
then suggested that the Conference should be based on the unambiguous confession of Jesus 
Christ, the only begotten Son of God, who died for our sins and rose again for our righteousness. 
But even this did not meet with universal approval. Therefore, in the end, one completely 
refrained from an actual basis of confession. And so the 'Hanseatic-Oldenburg Missionary 
Conference’ stands on no confessional ground at all. It does indeed refer to the missionary 
conferences that have existed up to now. But these are all based on the uniform confession of 
the missionary society for which they work, or on that of their national church. Conferences that 
work simultaneously for Lutheran, Uniate, Reformed, and separate mission societies, as well as 
for the mission of the Brethren Church, and do not merely deliberate together on the great matter 
of missions, have hardly existed up to now. For such a conference it was absolutely necessary 
that it be based on a firm confession. By expressly rejecting this, the 'Hanseatic-Oldenburg 
Missionary Conference’ has shown a deplorable lack of willingness to confess." - A missionary 
society consisting of Christians and Christ-deniers, and refusing to make a round confession of 
Christ, the Son of God, is also a sign of the times. E.B, 

The protest against Baumgarten in Kiel. The "Sachsische Freikirche" (Saxon Free 
Church) writes: "As is well known, the Pentecostal Conference of Ficnsburg had addressed a 
petition to the Minister of Culture against the professor of practical theology, Dr. Baumgarten Kiel, 
and this petition was signed by 193 clergymen of the Schleswig-Holstein State Church. The 
Minister of Culture, Studt, was hostile and believed that the Lutheran character of the Schleswig- 
Holstein State University was sufficiently secured by the fact that a positive professor had 
habilitated in Kiel, and that it was his task to watch his liberal college Baumgarten tear down the 
stones with which he had built it. The positives, however, have not yet given up their efforts to 
depose Baumgarten. The 'Schleswig-Holstein-Lauenburgische Kirchen- und Schulblatt’ writes 
about this in a January issue: The last Kiel Pentecostal Conference was not yet in a position to 
take a position on this answer. As a result, it had transferred the further steps in this matter to the 
executive committee of the Pentecostal Conference. At first, we considered it most appropriate 
to present ourselves personally to Sr. Excellency by explaining our present situation and 
circumstances, and commissioned a member of the Executive Board to do so. The following reply 
was received by Father Becker-Kiel: "In response to your kind letter of November 8 of this year, 
| must refrain from returning to the presentation of 193 clergy of the Evangelical Lutheran Church 
of the Province of Schleswig-Holstein of July 26, 1903, which was settled by my decree of May 
27 of this year. Should Your Reverence, however, bring up other wishes in the interest of the 
ecclesiastical conditions of the province there. 
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| request that you first inform me briefly in writing. If necessary, | will then be happy to specify 
the day and hour for a verbal discussion of this matter. Studt." We have not much to add to the 
Minister's remarks. The ecclesiastical situation of the present is sufficiently illuminated by them. 
The Lutheran character of the theological faculty of our State University is acknowledged in 
theory, denied in practice. The less the Lutheran Church can expect understanding and support 
for its life interests from the state church authorities, the more urgently it needs an inner 
strengthening and independence. To this end, our activities will have to be directed in two 
directions: 1. to strengthen the Lutheran congregation's consciousness, so that the Lutheran 
people may be firmly grounded in the faith of the fathers; 2. to cultivate and promote theological 
scholarship in the spirit of the Lutheran Church to the best of our ability. The Lord of the Church, 
however, make the shepherds and the flocks faithful in that which is entrusted to them. Let us 
not overlook the fact that the ecclesiastical struggles of the present day are not merely 
confessional differences, but are about the fundamental saving acts of God, with which 
evangelical Christianity stands and falls. Hold what you have, that no one may take your crown." 
- The Holstein pastors themselves admit that they have a different God, a different Christ, a 
principally different faith than the liberals, and yet they remain in the same stall with them and 
continue to give good words to the scoffers in the church. F. B. 

The "Mecklenburgische Kirchen- und Zeitblatt" (Mecklenburg Church and Newspaper) also 
spoke out in favor of progress in theology. From its New Year's issue the "Reformation" 
quotes: "It is not a sign of faith, but of small faith, when one immediately smells a wall-breaker 
against the church in every new theological insight that comes into contradiction with a traditional 
theological insight. One likes to accuse the representatives of so-called modern theology of a 
lack of historical sense. It will also be found among some of them, who would prefer to break off 
the thread instead of continuing to spin it. But it is found - it must be frankly admitted - no less 
among the adherents of the old faith. For it is decidedly lacking in historical sense to fix for all 
time the forms of dogma, or the forms in which worshipful and ecclesiastical life express 
themselves. This is the fundamental error in the Catholic Church; but Protestant circles are not 
free from it either. The very sense of history should teach that it is impossible to put fermenting 
must into old wineskins. The wine remains the same, but the wineskins into which it is put need 
renewal. It may well be questionable whether the new wineskins will fit the old wine; it may well 
be that one should not lightly tear up the old wineskins, at the risk of spilling the wine; it may well 
be that the church has the duty to guard the treasures entrusted to it, but it does not have the 
right to put a stop to the progress of theological knowledge; she has the duty not to let any power 
of the world change the foundations on which she stands, but she does not have the right to 
prevent reefs and gaps in theology from being filled and ornaments in her structure from being 
improved; It has the duty not to allow its task of creating blessedness for souls on the basis of 
its most holy faith to be shifted, but it does not have the right to declare a certain method to be 
the only one that can bring about salvation, but, taking into account the historical sense, it must 
admit that the activity of the Spirit of God enters into the history of mankind, and as in the 
historical course of things the revelation of God also makes itself known, so also the forms of 
theological cognition are changed. 
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The church and its life can take on an individual and diverse character. It is necessary to have 
respect for the workings of the living Spirit of God in the Church of Jesus Christ. This protects us 
from subjectivism, which breaks lightly with tradition and inserts every little thing into the structure 
of theology or the church just because it is new and corresponds to modern taste, in place of the 
weathered old stone. But this also protects against the small faith which perceives in every 
attempt to reformulate a theological doctrine, or in every demand for a liturgical or church- 
constitutional alteration, an attack upon Lutheran doctrine or the Lutheran regional church." - The 
"Mecklenburgische Kirchen- und Zeitblatt" thus sees no special danger to the church in the 
modern heresies. To him the Christian dogmas are not fixed once for all in Scripture. The new 
heresies are only new wineskins for the old wine. The Church has no right to put a stop to 
progress. It should allow the cracks and gaps in theology to be filled in. The Church must also 
release the method of theology (which includes the surrender of inspiration). And modern 
attempts to reformulate theological doctrines do not involve the "Mecklenburgische Zeittlatt" 
attacking Lutheran doctrine. - All this sounds as if there is now also a will in Mecklenburg to 
create light and pleasure for liberal theology. 

F. B. 

The "Sachsische Freikirche" writes about the Gemeinschastsbewegung: "In a short 
preface to the new (14th) volume of the journal ‘Philadelphia’, the editor, Rector Dietrich in 
Stuttgart, also speaks about the relationship of the communities to the 'church' (meaning the 
German regional churches). According to his wish, this relationship should be a friendly one. The 
communities are to serve the church in their own way and to maintain ‘hundreds of thousands of 
living members’. This is also being recognized more and more 'by the church authorities’. But it 
is demanded of the church that it leave the communities 'space and desire, otherwise it will force 
us into opposition. Finally it is said: 'But another danger lies close at hand in this regard. If the 
Church were to depart from the teachings of the Bible, if she were to abandon the fundamental 
doctrines of the Gospel and allow another Gospel to be preached than that of the Saviour and 
the Apostles, we would have to go our own way. The responsibility would then fall not on us but 
on the leaders of the Church. May the Lord God help in His mercy that such a rift may not occur. 
Here it is admitted that there are cases where separation becomes a duty, namely, when the 
church ‘deviates from Bible teaching, etc.'. Only it is not seen in the community circles that this 
case has already occurred in all the German national churches. There are not only deficiencies 
and infirmities 'to the healing of which it is the duty of every Christian to contribute by open and 
unambiguous testimony,’ but there is already evident apostasy from the truth, evident and 
persistent toleration of those who preach a different gospel. All that remains for a Christian is the 
testimony that he separates himself from such false churches and turns to the true church. There 
is a deeper reason why this is not understood in the church circles. Those circles are thoroughly 
unionistic. They are of the opinion that all denominations have equal rights. This is clear from the 
preface. It says: 'We love all brethren, even those of another denomination. But we have 
recognized that our place is in the church which God has given to our German people through 
the Reformation’. (?) From these words there clearly appears the now so widespread an- 
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The view of the Christian denominations is that they are of equal value, like different types of 
troops marching under one commander, but with different flags and different equipment, against 
acommon enemy, and that each of them has its own special task to fulfill. But this is a very 
wrong view, this is dangerous unionism. As certainly as truth is but One, so certainly is there but 
One true visible Church, that is just that which in all points of doctrine abides by the Word of 
God." F. B. 

The controversy over the Swedish ordination vow. According to Swedish church law, 
those who are ordained to the preaching ministry must affirm, among other things, the following 
questions: 1. "Do you declare your willingness to accept the sacred priesthood in the name of 
the Holy Trinity, and to administer it to the honor of God and the salvation of souls?" (2) "Will 
you always adhere to the pure evangelical doctrine, as it is founded in the Word of God, in the 
holy Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments, and as it is accepted and declared by the 
decision of the unaltered Augsburg Confession and the decision of the Congress of Upsala of 
1593, so that you will neither publicly proclaim nor propagate, nor even secretly promote, the 
doctrines which contend against it?" The ecclesiastical General Assembly of 1903 had now 
decided, on the occasion of a petition by the students of theology at the Imperial University, to 
give the following wording to the second question: "Will you, to the best of your knowledge and 
conscience, and clearly proclaim God's Word, as it is given to us in the Holy Scriptures, or as 
the confessional writings of our Church bear witness to it?" On this resolution of the General 
Assembly of the Church, the Reich Consistory issued an expert opinion called for by the 
government. The majority of the authorities consulted expressed themselves to the effect that 
the resolution of this church congress must receive the confirmation of the government. It has 
been argued that a young man can hardly commit himself to stick to the pure evangelical doctrine 
at all times. He might get into the position of having other views, and then he would already have 
broken his vow. Such a thing could deter him from entering the preaching ministry. Others of the 
authorities interviewed consider the change inappropriate for several reasons: In formal terms, 
the new question fei most unsatisfactory: "Will you preach God's word?" This, they say, is a 
repetition of the substance of the first question. The expression "to the best of my knowledge 
and belief" was indefinite. The word "thereof" is not clear: if it is intended to refer to "God's word," 
a higher value is attached to the Confessions than they themselves claim, in that they are made 
infallible witnesses of God's word, instead of having given, as they themselves wish, only the 
interpretation of it at a certain time. Further, no gradation is given between being bound by God's 
Word and being bound by the confessions of the church, but these two kinds of being bound are 
placed on an equal footing. The expression "our confessions" is also inappropriate, because it 
is not used in Swedish church law and therefore its meaning is not fixed. If "to the best of our 
knowledge and conscience" is combined with "what our confessional writings testify to," then 
"knowledge and conscience" will also determine what is testified to there. It was a wholesome 
addition to the old ordination vow, "so that you neither publicly proclaim or spread the doctrines 
that contend against it, nor even secretly promote them." But it was evidently most inconvenient 
to those who made it their business to work in the direction of modern theology even in the 
Swedish Church. The "reform" was carried on by the liberal side, and since a liberal minister of 
culture is at the helm, the change will receive sanction in spite of all protests. (A. E. L. K.) 
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As the "E. K. Z." reports, the "Official Old Catholic Church Gazette" from Bonn, the seat of 
the Old Catholic Bishop, writes about the development of the Old Catholic Church: "At the time 
of the first election of bishops, which took place in Cologne on June 4, 1873, the number of Old 
Catholic clergy in Germany was 34. Since then, a total of 70 clergy have been received from the 
Roman Church. Bishop Dr. Reinkens (the first Old Catholic clergyman) has ordained 25 young 
men to the priesthood, his successor, Dr. Weber, so far 8. At present the Old Catholic Church in 
Germany has 63 clergymen. The number of Old Catholic congregations is 90. That there is a 
great willingness to make sacrifices in the Old Catholic church community cannot be denied in 
view of the following facts: 1. Many congregations have to cover the costs of their existence from 
their own funds. 2. 12 new churches have been built so far, six in Prussia, two each in Baden, 
Bavaria, and Hesse. In Bonn there are special funds for general church needs: the Bishop's Fund 
(for the support of smaller congregations) has 218,000 Marks; the Fund for Supplementing and 
Increasing the Income of Pastors has 56,000 Marks; the Pension Fund for Clergy has 43,000 
Marks. The seminary convict in Bonn, intended to receive theology students, has assets of 
156,000 Marks. There are two homes for Old Catholic nurses, one in Bonn and the other in Essen. 
6. four Old Catholic orphanages (in Bonn, Essen, Messkirch and Singen) at present house 41 
pupils." Concerning the goals and hopes of the Old Catholics, the same paper says: "The work 
towards genuine religiosity rooted in conscience, the abandonment of polemics, and the effort to 
strengthen a truly Christian faith and life in all the parishes visited by the Bishop awakens the 
confident hope that Old Catholicism, in its calm development, will the longer the more fulfill the 
great task whose solution fell to it in 1870 through Divine Providence." - Genuine religiosity and 
truly Christian life is a fruit of the Gospel, which is a deeply hidden secret to the Old Catholics as 
it is to the Roman. F.B. 

In the journal "Der christliche Orient" (The Christian Orient), edited by Dr. Lepsius, a Mr. 
"A." draws the following picture of the "evangelical movement" in Russia: "Now | want to tell 
you something about the state of the evangelical movement in Russia. Although the Gospel is 
advancing with great strides and is spreading more and more, almost nothing is happening in 
Russia to hold on to what has been taken hold of. There are many brethren and congregations 
there, as many as a hundred strict Baptist congregations, but all of them are made up of people 
who are unsettled in the truth. From this flow the causes of the various aberrations, and hence 
come the many divisions and intolerance among the denominations. Various erroneous opinions 
are held concerning Holy Scripture, water baptism, the Lord's Supper, regeneration, conversion, 
etc. Concerning conversion, the false opinion prevails that one must confess with tears at least 
once in the assembly. Weeping is called conversion. Therefore, at the meetings in Russia there 
is always much weeping with loud confession of sins; at the same time, one speaks of one's sins 
with all awkwardness, which is an offence to some, always with terrible sighing, etc. At times one 


needs strong nerves to endure the whole assembly to the end. In conversion, weeping is sine 


qua non. One does not trust the one who has never cried in the meeting. 'Have you been 


converted yet?" the old brother asks the younger. (One must understand: Have you already wept 
in 
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of the assembly cried?) 'Not yet!’ replies the young proselyte. 'Not yet? O you poor, poor sinner!" 
says the elder, looking at the younger like a corporal in regimental barracks at the young recruit 
who has just come. There was and is a great deal of dispute about the question of whether 
Saturday or Sunday is to be celebrated; especially in southern Russia it has caused a great deal 
of damage. Because of this, many people had become Greek Catholics again, where they finally 
ossified. The controversy as to whether brothers and sisters who have not received baptism in 
the faith should be accepted for Holy Communion is already becoming a chronic disease. - The 
other day a new question arose, namely, whether a child of God may enter the military service, 
or whether he must refuse, even if the government forces him to do so, and in general: Cana 
soldier and officer be God's child if he remains in the military as a believer? The answer almost 
universally was, No, he may not! This view of arms and military service puts the brethren, and 
in general the whole evangelical movement, in a false and very bad light before the Russian 
government. For the time being, this view is not so widely held. It is the same with the question 
whether a child of God may be a judge or hold any office in the court. There is also a very wrong 
opinion about Christian preaching, namely, that the preacher, while speaking, is under the direct 
influence of the Holy Spirit, and that therefore everything he speaks is genuine word of God and 
is to be regarded as equal to the Holy Scriptures. The presbyter is the instrument of the Holy 
Spirit, therefore everything he commands must be accepted as law. Therefore he may regulate 
the life of all the members of his congregation-even the color of the mourning garments. 
Everyone, even the youngest proselyte who has already been converted, that is, who has wept, 
is the instrument of the Holy Spirit when he stands up and speaks in the assembly. So you can 
imagine the interpretations and explanations of the Scriptures that come up. Everybody speaks 
what he wants, and often he himself does not understand what he is speaking; and you mus 
consider what a terrible hatred there is against the books. -Dear brother,’ | once said to a church 
father, 'you should read something, especially those books that talk about the gospel, abou 
church history and the like, that will broaden your horizon; there are such books in Russian 
translation. 'Ah, no,’ he answered, ‘all books are of the devil.' East you also notice the greates 
hatred of everything that bears the impression of scholarship. 'You speak pretty well, but 
learnedly.' | was once told, 'Have you not heard the Bruder Johann speak, All is water at our 
mill?’ Of course | have heard the Brother Johann. His speech was such 'mixed vegetables' tha’ 
| could not understand at all what he wanted to say. But the brethren were very pleased to hear 
him, and said that all was the true word of God. Generally speaking, a very peevish type of 
evangelical chatterer is forming in evangelical circles; these kinds of people often gain great 
influence in the circles and sometimes lead the brethren to transgress the laws by their chatter. 
The latest example of this is the destruction of a large Catholic church in Pavlovo (Kharkov 
governorate) by a crowd of exalted stundists; there such a chatterer, M. Theodosienko, had 
seduced by his speeches the brethren who naively trusted him. Another chatterer recently made 
even greater confusions. Kondraty Maljowany, as he is called, was formerly a member of the 
Baptist church. He became convinced that he was 'the firstborn Son of God' and that the Holy 
Spirit was compelling him to speak the new word to the world. This revelation was accompanied 
by the appearance of angels and various other miracles. He gathers a great crowd of listeners 
around him 
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and speaks this 'new word’ that he is the Saviour and firstborn of God. Soon the news flies 
everywhere. The ‘firstborn’ speaks ravishingly. The naive peasants begin to believe him. We 
shouldn't be surprised. The psychiatrist Professor Sikorsky, who supervised him in the asylum, 
said afterwards that the 'Firstborn makes an irresistible impression on the listeners in the hospital 
(doctors and students) with his speech, that he (Sikorsky) is not at all surprised when he is always 
surrounded by a large crowd. Soon, however, the police arrested him and took him to the insane 
asylum. If he had not been arrested, perhaps the whole story would have been extinguished by 
now. But the capture and confinement in the madhouse have stamped him a martyr, and his 
narrow mystic sect is spreading more and more among the Baptists." - In this the enthusiasts of 
all ages and countries agree with each other, that in the use of the Bible they pay no attention to 
the meaning which the sacred Scriptures give, but misuse the Bible as a cover for their own 
dreams and fancies. 
F. B. 

Who supplies the Papists with the weapons? The Catholic theologian, Dr. Huppert, has 
published a paper in Germany under the title: "German Protestantism at the Beginning of the 
Twentieth Century, Presented According to Protestant Testimonies." This writing has been 
greeted with rejoicing by the ultramontane press. As the title shows, the Jesuit takes up his 
weapons against Protestantism from the corrupt Protestantism of the present. In particular he 
points to the unbelief at the universities and in the national churches. The "A. E. L. K." reports: 
"First 'Professor Harnack and the "authoritative" Protestant theologians have their say. Of his 
‘Essence of Christianity’, which is judged harshly, it is said that 'while Strauss and Renan seek to 
completely de-Christianize Christianity, Harnack, on the contrary, endeavors to wrap modern 
thought in a Christian cloak; - he wants to Christianize, at least outwardly, the adherents of 
modern liberal ideas.' Of the 'Ritschlian theologians' it is said: 'From most faculties the banner of 
Ritschlian doctrine is already waving. The spirit of 1517 has been extinguished; only a few 
orthodox are still Keeping watch at extinguished fires, and there the new theology has fallen for 
the way out, to freshen modern thinking in a Christian way and to introduce it into the desolate 
halls, thereby seeking a new breath for the decaying body of the "national churches. But it is 
readily booked that Harnack advocates a ‘Protestant monasticism and calls the Reformation a 
revolution in order to declare: 'The orthodox theologians are, after all, much nearer to us than he 
is in fundamental articles of faith, but in so impartial a manner none of them has acknowledged 
the achievements of the Catholic Church." It is then pointed out that 'Harnack's spirit has found 
its way into most Protestant faculties, and use is made of the negotiations on modern theology in 
the Prussian House of Lords on May 7, 1902, to reach the triumphant conclusion: 'This, then, is 
"modern Protestant theology": it has scarcely saved anything from Christianity, and brings in 
theologians who are "antichrists with their heads" (p. 1098.) - True Protestantism stands on God's 
Word. So long as it holds this position, it is invincible. Scientific, modern Protestantism, however, 
has fallen away from God's Word. It is therefore unable to hold its own against the Pabst. Dr. 
Wolfs of the "E. K. Z." has rightly called Ritschlianism a "Roman side." In its two main propositions 
the liberals are in complete agreement with the papists. Both reject Scripture as the source of 
theology and substitute human words for it. And both teach, 
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that man becomes blessed through his own piety and not through Christ's merit. But even the 
positives are unable to successfully resist the papists as well as the liberals. They all deny the 
literal inspiration and complete inerrancy of the Holy Scriptures, and thus also abandon the 
stronghold of Protestantism. Luther cried out to the papists, "Let the word stand" - and the 
Lutherans were victorious. The liberal and positive modern theologians say, "With the Word, the 
inspired and infallible Word of Scripture, there is nothing; science must save us"-and the Papists 
are victorious. F. B. 

Attempts at conversion in Catholic hospitals. The "A. E. L. K." writes on page 1154: "In 
the Bavarian Chamber, the ultramontanes have recently described the complaints made by the 
Protestant deputy Kirchenrath Wirt and the liberal Deinhard about conversion attempts by the 
Sisters of Mercy as groundless and their statements as untruth. The 'Miinchener Neuest. Nachr.' 
now publishes in its number 522 an article made available to them by a Protestant clergyman, in 
which reference is made to a pronouncement of the Roman Cardinal Congregation, or rather a 
decision of the Pope of December 26, 1898, according to which a sick Protestant desiring the 
pastor of his confession should not be refused. This decision was prompted by an inquiry of the 
‘Lowly Sisters of the Poor in Alsace-Lorraine’ as to whether a non-Catholic, after all attempts to 
have him converted and die in the bosom of the true Church have been in vain, may be granted 
the assistance of a heretical clergyman. The sender has enclosed a report, with all the evidence, 
of a case he himself experienced in which a Protestant girl, who had never thought of changing 
her faith before entering the hospital, suddenly wanted to become a Catholic after having been 
cared for for some time in a district hospital in Upper Bavaria, north of the Danube, provided by 
merciful sisters, and could only be induced to return home with difficulty by her mother and the 
Protestant priest who lived at a distance. They found 28 pictures of saints, 18 sheets of paper 
with prayers to saints, a booklet: 'Daily Walk to the Purgatory’, an amulet containing a ‘healing 
bone' that had to be worn on the chest, Marian rings, medals, etc., all objects that had been 
‘given’ to her by the matron and the sisters." - In America the Catholics are much bolder in this 
piece also, because no state laws stand in their way. F. B. 

Canon Henley Henson of London makes much mention of himself by his repeated 
attempts to establish communion between Episcopalians and Nonconsormists. Where he has 


opportunity he preaches from the pulpits of the Dissenters. In Scotland he said, "Preaching in 
the Scotch churches is on many counts admissible, for it establishes the principle of 
recognizing non-Episcopalian ministers. . .. The time has arrived for a general holocaust of 
denominational claims, party shibboleths, and all such old>time rubbish, and for serious 


Christians to draw together in deference of the things that are more excellent." Presbyterian, 
however, does not trust Henson's intentions and betheurings. 


He writes: "When Canon Henson preaches in St. Giles, Edinburg, and Dr. Cameron (of 
Edinburg) takes duty at Westminster, then (not till then) we can speak of true inter- 


communion.” The reason for Henson's indifferentism lies in his manifest unbelief, which he 


showed through particularly clearly in the Beeby case. Beeby, pastor of the Episcopal Church in 
Birmingham, had namely 
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in the Hibbert Journal denied the virgin birth of Christ. His bishop, Dr. Gore, in consequence 
demanded his resignation, which Beeby also handed in to him. For Canon Henson, this was an 
occasion to publicly stand up for Beeby and accuse Bishop Gore of tyranny. At the same time, 


Henson declared, "Many of the clergy are not able to assent to all the statements in the creeds 
of the Church, and if a man by accepting the creeds as a whole declares himself heart and soul 


a Christian, that test ought to be sufficient." Canon Henson is the champion of ecclesiastical 
liberalism among the Episcopalians, as Campbell, the successor of Parker, is among the 
Dissenters. F. B. 

The Ref. writes about Buddhism in Germany: "Since the philosopher A. Schopenhauer 
combined his philosophy with the basic ideas of the Buddha's religion and presented this Indian 
pessimism as the worldview far superior to Christianity, Buddhism has become modern in 
Germany, and today it has so permeated our intellectual life that we can speak of a Buddhist 
renaissance. In today's philosophy, in poetry and in the theatres, Buddha's teaching confronts us 
as a spiritual power. Buddhism has also already advanced to community formation in America 
and Europe. Under the name of Under the name of Theosophical Society’, it is developing an 
active missionary activity directed against Christianity. A woman, Mme. Blavalsky, a hysterical 
lady inclined to all kinds of untruths, is the founder of this society. At first she had associated 
herself with an Indian philosopher, but, feeling herself called to be a founder of religion, she 
invented what she called 'Secret Buddhism.' She wanted to have been in contact with Buddhist 
secret teachers, with the adepts, and to have learned the secrets of Buddhist philosophy from 
them. After her death, the divorced wife of an English clergyman, Anne Besant, zealously 
continued the leadership of the Theosophical Society in speech and writing. For the 28 years of 
its existence this Society has had extraordinary success. The Theosophists are zealously at work, 
showering the book market with books and periodicals, and have gained a foothold in almost all 
the larger cities of Germany. In Berlin the Berlin Branch of the Theosophical Society has a house 
and rooms where it invites people to regular lectures. In Lichterfelde is the 'Metaphysical 
Headquarters’, which publishes the best of the Theosophical writings, the 'Neue metaphysische 
Rundschau'. In Leipzig is the Theosophical Central Bookshop, and recently the 'Buddhist 
Missionary Society in Germany' has been formed there, which strives for the formation of a 
Buddhist community in Germany, and also intends to found branch societies and Buddhist 
seminaries, to centralise the Buddhists living in Germany, to communicate with Buddhist societies 
in the Orient, to convene congresses, etc. The basic ideas of Theosophy are to be found in the 
Buddhist Missionary Society in Germany. The fundamental ideas of Theosophy are as follows: 
As in Buddhism, there is no personal God. According to its pantheistic conception, the Godhead 
dwells in every human being, and therefore every human being should and can ‘god himself’. 
Every human being is his own redeemer, who has to free himself from life, which is genuinely 
understood in Buddhist terms as suffering. It is not sin, as the opposition of the human will to the 
will of God, that is our suffering, but life in general with its sufferings. The theosophist need not 
withdraw into solitude as a monk, as Buddha taught; nor should he stifle his emotional life in so 
radical a manner as the Buddhist ascetic, but he should gradually loosen the bonds of his heart 
from the world, make his personality more indifferent, and act only from a sense of duty without 
any inner interest of his own. Then the theosophist creates for himself a good 
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The main teaching of their doctrine is the transmigration of souls, which is the most important 
part of their teachings. The transmigration of souls is one of the main elements of their doctrine. 
The Theosophists place special emphasis on the occult powers that lie dormant in man. They 
teach that man has a sevenfold constitution, a physical body, the life-principle, the astral body 
(a body consisting of fine matter, which disappears after death), the desire body, the human 
soul, the spiritual soul and the pure spirit. It is now the aim of the Theosophist aspiring to the 
Godhead to use this astral body and to wander the world with it, while the physical body remains 
behind in its place. Since the Masters, the Adepts, are supposed to possess this faculty, 
individual Theosophists also strive for the use of these abnormal powers and seek to draw the 
astral body, fibre by fibre, out of the surrounding fleshly envelope by certain physical exercises 
and breathing exercises which are supposed to produce a change in the system of the body. 
They also set their horoscope and want to read in the stars their origin, peculiarity and future. 
Others believe in automatic writing, whereby a strange spirit guides their pen. They put forward 
the strangest views about the origin of the world and the races of men, and their essays and 
books are often full of such exaggerations and impossibilities that one cannot take these people 
seriously. They work more with their nerves and imagination than with their minds, and mark 
themselves as people who want to go beyond the limits of their strength." - The Theosophists 
want to form the nucleus of a general brotherhood of man, without distinction of nationality, 
creed, sex, race, or station. They therefore do not openly oppose Christianity. Every one in the 
Theosophical Society may believe what he likes, so long as he practices tolerance and respects 
the views of others. Officially, however, they give Buddhism preference over Christianity. F;, 
B. 

Church and State. In a lecture at the meeting of the Evangelical Federation in Ulm, Dr. 
Kolde said: "It is Luther's lasting merit 'that he freed the secular authorities, or, as we would say 
today, the state from its oppression by the papacy, that he filled secular authority with faith in its 
moral right, its independence, and in its God-given task, and thus at the same time initiated a 
clean separation of the spheres of state and ecclesiastical action." Of the position of the Roman 
Church on the same question, Dr. Kolde said: "It is very strange how the memory of the outcome 
of the so-called Culturkampf, which was so disastrous for the State, and the fear that the same 
thing might happen to us, has clouded the insight into the real state of affairs among many, and 
unfortunately also among the authoritative personalities. Because they fear the consequences, 
they do not want to see things as they are. I, too, belong to those who decisively reject a repetition 
of a struggle such as was waged in the seventies, for we must not and cannot, precisely because 
we are Protestants, want the state to fight against Catholic religious practice, as it occurred at 
least in part at that time. But whoever imagines that a lasting peace is possible between the 
Roman Church and the modern State is either an incorrigible enthusiast, or he knows neither 
the Roman Church nor the tasks of the State. It is as the well-known Berlin teacher of 
constitutional law, Kahl, once put it: 'The Catholic Church and the State are innately set to fight." 


On this the "Christian World" (No. 43) remarks: "The Magna Charta of the present-day Roman 
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Church is the Syllabus of 1864, and this was a declaration of war against the entire modern 
culture and spiritual development, but above all against the modern state. One thinks also of the 
letter of Pius IX of August 7, 1873, to Emperor Wilhelm. In accordance with this, only recently 
from Wurzburg the slogan was again given: 'All the baptized back to the Catholic Church! The 
convert and present Jesuit v. Hammerstein says in 'Church and State from the Standpoint of 
Law' (Freiburg, 1883): 'The State must - if it does not otherwise want to be a rebel against that 
authority to which it owes all its power - be Catholic or, if it is not, become so." - To these papist 
pretensions, however, most Protestants are helpless. The American sects are passing the buck 
as they themselves are bent on ruling the state. And the Protestants in England and Germany 
have their arms tied, since they do not want to renounce the state church. "Back to Luther," - that 
must be the slogan also concerning the relation of State and Church. Only from Luther's 
standpoint can the Roman pretensions in secular matters be successfully combated. F. 
B. 

How long was a day of creation? This question is answered by Jul. Déderlein in the "E. 
K. Z." of November 22nd: "Exactly 24 hours like today's, because the earth from the beginning 
always turns around the sun at the same speed. As long as it looked towards the newly created 
light in the east, it was light, after twelve hours it became evening and after twelve hours night 
again morning, where the light divorced from the darkness in the west went out again, just as a 
man's body can work twelve light hours and must rest twelve hours, but his soul, after changing 
six times, needs a whole day of rest in its God. If ‘one day' had meant another period of time, 
Noah, or whoever first wrote down the account of Creation, would have had to use another word, 
such as 'cycle'. Day with evening and morning is known to every child when he gets sleepy and 
wakes up again, only the scholars, it seems, do not. They make of it unknown lengths of doing 
and resting, like Peter Lange and K6éhler and recently Hoppe in Malln. No, Scripture speaks to 
us human beings humanly." - Those who follow "science" and substitute periods for the days of 
creation reject the Bible. And mediatorial theologians who interpret Genesis 1 according to 
science and make long periods out of the Mosaic days mock the Bible. F. B. 

Can nature be considered a revelation of God? This question was emphatically 
answered in the affirmative by the botanist Dr. Reinke in a lecture given some months ago in 
Berlin. "The Proof of Faith" writes: "In it he gave enthusiastic testimony to that teleological view 
of the world which makes the wonderful order and purposefulness of natural life the basis of a 
theistic view of the world. The thoroughgoing harmony of the natural order of things, as it is 
especially evident in the organization of plants and animals, demands the scientific conclusion 
that God is the author of this natural order. That cosmological atheism which, ignoring the orderly 
nature and purposeful arrangement of the whole of nature, assumes that the world came into 
being by blind chance, is the direct opposite of a scientific way of looking at things. The 
conclusion that God exists, based on the order of nature, is an act of necessity. The laws of 
nature are God's thoughts, and the forces at work in them are the activity of God's will. - What is 
remarkable is the energy with which this speaker opposes the one-sided Kantian view of nature 
held by modern theologians, who see the revelation as an act of God. 
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God through nature and draw unjustified far-reaching conclusions from Kant's critique of the 
proofs of God." - In recent years, apologetic journals in particular have given the impression that 
among natural scientists only a few are still devoted to open unbelief. However, this is 
contradicted by the events at the 75th Assembly of German Physicians and Natural Scientists 
in Kassel in September of last year. There the Jew Ladenburg dared to offer his colleagues, 
among many other crass sentences, the following: "In the first book of Moses it is written: And 
God said, Let there be light, and there was light. But it became light in the minds only when the 
sanctity of the Bible was doubted and it was regarded, like all books, as the work of men." "The 
supernatural springs from the brains of fantasists and the ignorant." Not only did Ladenburg 
ridicule the Bible, but he also denied the personal God, the immortality of the soul, and life after 
death. And in the daily papers it was reported: "Ladenburg's lecture was received with general 
(roaring) applause and received no contradiction from any side, neither from the chairman nor 
from the midst of the congregation." - That the thing which in our time is praised as "education" 
does not protect against crime and all kinds of moral aberrations, but is rather conducive to 
them, has long since been statistically proved. And that this vaunted education protects even 
less against all kinds of madness and intellectual aberration, for this the 75th Congress of 
German Physicians and Natural Scientists has once again furnished the strongest conceivable 
proof. - The "Old Faith" concludes its review of Ladenburg's lecture with the following sentences: 
"We Christians can learn from such contemporary phenomena: the legend of a dear Christian 
German people who fear only God and nothing else is over. As these representatives of German 
science (besides Ladenburg, Prof. Dr. Delitzsch was named) have openly declared: there is no 
God, so also our art and our press, our social and political life are Godless. And it is an ominous 
self-deception and lie to live on the assumption that fifty million Germans, because baptized and 
confirmed, constitute the Church of Christ. The sooner we have the courage to face the truth, 
the better. Only then will the sermon become what it should be, a thunderous call: 'Watch, do 
righteous fruits of repentance.... The axe has already been laid at the root of the trees. 
Therefore, whatever tree does not bear good fruit will be cut down and thrown into the fire." The 
"Proof of Faith" also writes in its January issue (p. 21 f.) of the increase of hostility against 
Christianity among the German people: "Three important German sculptors consider it a timely 
and worthy task to create Nietzsche busts and monuments; Nietzsche pictures serve as 
decoration for magazines and calendars; in Weimar there is a Nietzsche museum. Hackel's 
'Weltrathsel' is brought to the people in a popular edition and with an epilogue: 'Das 
Glaubensbekenntni8 der reinen Vernunft' for 1 Mark. A large-scale work: 'Weltall und 
Menschheit' (‘Universe and Mankind’), with a laplacian account of the origin of the world and a 
Darwinian conception of the development of the human race, is in the process of being 
published; samples are enclosed with various newspapers and magazines and report: -The 
sales of over 100,000 copies in the few months since publication, which are unique in the book 
trade, speak most clearly for the excellence of the work." Hugo Steinitz’ publishing house in 
Berlin publishes a number of ‘popular catechisms from all fields of science, etc.’ in booklets of 1 
Mark each. In one of them, which appeared in 1902 and bears the title: 'What must one know 
of Darwin?’ the anti-Darwinian current among natural scientists is countered. 
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We see the mystical darkness of faith illuminated by this scientific (!) explanation for the 
emergence and development of the phenomena of form, we arrive at a new unified conception of 
nature in one fell swoop (!), which, in contrast to the earlier dualistic one, lets the creative forces 
prevail within nature, forces which, in a mechanical way, unaware of their goal, lead the whole of 
nature to ever greater perfection’. The religion of 'Wodanism'’, the original German paganism that 
is to take the place of Christianity, is already represented by the 'Odin' in Munich and the 
magazine 'Heimdall' by Adolf Reinecke. Comte's positivist worldview has also had its German 
organ for two years in the monthly 'Die Religion der Menschheit. The enthusiasm for Buddhism 
is spreading in ever wider circles, especially because it promises self-redemption and supposedly 
agrees with the results of the newer European research into nature. In Neu-Délau near Halle a 
‘New German publishing house has sprung up, which publishes and distributes a collection of 
New German writings. Hermann Freiberg's 'Anti-Loofs' of 1903 clearly and frighteningly reveals 
what kind of spirit they are and will be. Ernst Hackel, whom Loofs had dared to attack, received 
the predicates ‘adornment of the natural sciences’ and 'the light of Jenct; Luthardt was an 
unphilosophical head, because in his apologetic lectures he proceeded from the sentence: 'the 
world has become”, whereas according to Freiberg it is ‘eternal’; Paul was an epileptic zealot’; 
JEsus, 'as long as he lived a 'rather insignificant’ man, but who had the ‘good fortune’ that after 
his death a fanatical little congregation formed which raised him up to heaven, made him the 'Son 
of God and 'World Redeemer,’ and formed ‘Logia Christi’ out of originally Socratic or Cynic or 
Platonic or Neo-Platonic or Stoic or Buddhist sayings and wisdom doctrines; the German people 
have a ‘false’ religion, namely the Christian religion, and ‘they will perish from it if they do not 
decide at the last hour to bid farewell to the Roman-Jewish superstition and repentantly return to 
their ancestral All-Father Odin'; but: 'Good Goths and noble Germans, hope and take new 
courage. The Christian darkness of the world shall not last forever; already the axe is laid at the 
root of the poisonous tree, and in the East the new day dawns’; therefore: 'Hail Wodan! Down 
with the cross! Loose from Rome and Judea!’ In view of such facts, which could easily be 
multiplied, one cannot regard the situation seriously enough. " F. B. 
Gustav Frenssen has been appointed Dortor of Theology by the theological faculty in 
Heidelberg for his novel "J6rn Uhl". In his novel he preaches not only the faith, but also the 
morals of the "Christian world", P. Paulsen writes: "Gustav Frenssen's novel 'J6rn Uhl' is a book 
from the school of Zola, the notorious French naturalist. It is unlawful for any Christian home to 
have in it such reading, which is morally corrupting to youth. | only point out to you that it tells, for 
instance, how Jérn Uhl seduces his maid, visits his bride in her bedroom at night, and how his 
sister is told how she gives herself to a man in the open air and claims to have a right to do so 
because she is engaged. | ask you, is this a moral or immoral work? | have had a man complain 
to me that this book had just become a case to him, and for this book a theological faculty confers 
the degree of doctor. | assume that the gentlemen in question have not read the book at all; 
otherwise they could not possibly have failed to recognize that this book is directly immoral. 
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must have an effect. What Frenssen preaches in it is the gospel of the flesh, and that is certainly 
modern. Do not tolerate this book in your parish library." - The theological faculty in Heidelberg 
made a mockery of sacred theology by awarding Frenssen the title of doctor. F. B. 

Did Christian knowledge already exist in paganism? Lic. Gritzemacher answers this 
question in the "E. K. Z." with yes. In the issue of November 1, he says: "The millennia between 
the revelation of creation and redemption were not filled with darkness, but rather resembled 
starlit nights. God was also active in the religious life of the heathen peoples; as Paul says in the 
Acts of the Apostles, he never left himself unwitnessed, or, as the ancient Fathers of the Church 
put it, Christ was active as Logos Spermatikos, that is, as it were in germinal form, even before 
his incarnation. Hence it comes about that, besides much error, there is already some truth to be 
found, and this already existing, God-created truth can then, of course, also be taken over by the 
special revelation of redemption. By being taken over, they thereby receive their legitimation as 
truth. As all gold receives coinage only through the stamp it bears, so here, too, perfection 
provides the standard for recognizing and forever legitimizing that which is valuable in its 
preparation. Far from it being established, therefore, that with the constatirling of adopted 
elements in Christianity, pagan, sub-Christian things have flowed into the revelation, it is 
conversely attested by the fact that in paganism, too, there was, so to speak, already 
‘Christianity’, which, however, lies solely in the power of the redemptive message to establish 
and delimit. Professor Thieme also comes to a similar assumption in his writing, which also offers 
many other things worthy of attention: 'Der Offenbarungsglaube im Streit um Bibel und Babel’ (p. 
51). The last statements tacitly made an important concession to evolutionism, in that they 
assumed that the content of revelation similar to that of non-Christian parallels had been taken 
over by historical means, thus admitting a connection by way of tradition; this assumption, 
however, is only true to a very limited extent. Every connoisseur of the history of religion is at 
once in a position to cite a large number of analogies between different religions which have no 
demonstrable historical connection, e. g. between the Indians of North America and the blacks 
of South Africa. The same is true for the parallels to Christianity. Far more surprising than those 
brought up in the Babel Bible controversy are those between Christianity and Buddhism, or 
between Jesus' proclamation of love of enemies in the Sermon on the Mount and Lao-tzu's 
Taoteking (c. 49). From the path of historical tradition these parallels cannot be explained without 
the most violent fantasies. We must therefore think of them as having arisen independently of 
one another, out of so-called similar 'religio-psychological necessity,’ or, if we look at the matter 
from a divine point of view, we must say: God's revelatory efficacy has produced similar things 
several times at different points, so that the one has not at all flowed through the mediation of 
the other, but independently from the same source. It was an opportunity for me to substantiate 
this line of thought more thoroughly last year in a lecture at the Lutheran Conference at 
Freienwalde: 'The History of Religion, a Witness for the Truth of Christianity’, so that it is not 
necessary to repeat what was said there." - Griitzemacher could not write thus if he had grasped 
the difference between Law and Gospel. He is like the American sects, to many of whom the 


Gospel and Christianity are nothing more than "the Golden Rule”. F. B. 
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The Scriptural Evidence for the Lutheran Doctrine of Holy 
Communion. 


Our Lutheran Church boasts, and by God's grace rightly boasts, that it is the 
Church of the pure Word, that is, we say that all that is believed, taught, and known 
in our Church is taken from the Word of God. We hold most firmly that the Holy 
Scriptures, the infallible Word of God, are not only the rule and guide, but the sole 
source of all Christian doctrine. We hold decidedly to the sentence of our Confession, 
"God's Word shall establish articles of faith, and no other, not even an angel." 
(Muller, p. 303.) The doctrines which our church professes did not come about in this 
way, that we took individual sentences from Scripture and philosophized and 
speculated on them, drew all kinds of conclusions from them with our reason, 
brought them into harmony with one another and thus into a system, developed other 
truths from them, and thus built up and constructed the doctrine itself, so that our 
doctrine would actually be a mixture of God's word and man's wisdom. This is 
precisely the case in the false churches in the doctrines in which they differ from us. 
This is rather our doctrine and our confession, that we place side by side the 
individual, clear and distinct statements of Scripture about God and divine things, 
about our relationship to God, how we sinners can be reconciled and reunited with 
God, about life after death, etc., and confess these clear statements of Scripture as 
our doctrine, and bow in faith to these clear statements of Scripture, even when we 
cannot make sense of their statements with our reason, when they seem to be 
contradictory to our reason, to our rational thinking. We know that our reason is blind 
in spiritual things, that it is therefore utterly unable and unfit to say and set anything 
here. God's word alone can and should be the article of faith. 


146 Scriptural evidence for the Lutheran doctrine of Holy Communion. 


put. Just as we are afraid to detract from the word of God, to deny a doctrine clearly 
stated in God's word, so we are also afraid to add to God's word, to the statements 
of Scripture, by our speculations and conclusions of reason, and to pass it off as 
divine teaching. We believe, teach, and confess what the Scriptures clearly say, 
neither less nor more. 

This glory is now often sought to be robbed from us. The faithful Lutheran 
church, especially in our country, is often accused of going beyond God's clear Word. 
Thus, for example, it is often asserted that it is indeed written in God's Word that the 
Bible is inspired by God, but that Scripture itself says nothing about the manner of 
inspiration, whether Scripture is literally inspired or not, and that theologians have 
made up their own theories about this, and that it is therefore presumptuous to want 
to impose the human theory of inspiration of the Lutheran theologians of the 
seventeenth century on everyone. It is therefore presumptuous to impose the human 
theory of inspiration of the Lutheran theologians of the seventeenth century on 
everyone, to suspect anyone who does not accept this theory as a denier of the 
divinity of Scripture. Quite similar is the case with the doctrine of Holy Communion. 
With respect to this doctrine, our opponents, both Reformed and Uniate, and all 
modern theologians, repeatedly assert that the Lutheran Church goes far beyond the 
clear statements of Scripture, that it passes off the human speculations and opinions 
of its theologians concerning this mystery as the Word of God, and that it refuses, in 
its bossiness and uncharitableness, the hand of brotherhood to those who, while 
accepting the Word of God, do not wish to subscribe to these human opinions and 
interpretations. Thus, for example, it was written in his time in the "Messenger of 
Peace": "We know and are aware that the doctrines of distinction of the Lutheran as 
well as the Reformed Church are to a large extent works of man, as it were bulwarks, 
which were erected in his time for the purpose of defense, but must finally collapse 
again before the indestructible Word of God. The Scriptures recognized by both parts 
teach that in Holy Communion we have fellowship (Latin: communio) with the body 
and blood of Christ, that this fellowship is so close that, according to Eph. 5:30, we 
are members of His body, of His flesh and of His bones. We are satisfied with this 
great grace testified to by Scripture, which meets every need of a soul eager for 
salvation. The assertions, on the other hand, made by the church teachers, which 
go beyond this simple doctrine of Scripture, we hold to be harmless, so long as the 
consciences are not burdened with them; but if this happens, then we have to do 
with the statutes of men, so that the word applies, 'What is above is of evil,’ and the 
other (Revelation 22:18): "If any man add unto these things, God shall add unto him 
the plagues that are written in this book. Evangelical Christian, preserve and defend 
what is familiar to you! Stand fast in the liberty that Christ hath set us free, and let 
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Do not again be imprisoned in the servile yoke of the statutes of men! Not merely 
with a certain patriotism should you acknowledge and love your church, as everyone 
does the church to which he owes his knowledge of salvation, but with the 
consciousness that in it your conscience is not bound by the statutes of men, but 
only by the gospel." (Year. 52, p. 77.) 

It is therefore important, especially in our time, when there is always talk of a 
so-called undogmatic, practical Christianity, and all Christian doctrines of salvation 
are evaporated, that we remember again and again that our doctrine is really nothing 
other than a simple statement of Scripture, not human speculations on these 
Scriptural statements, but precisely these Scriptural statements themselves. This is 
what we shall now do with the doctrine of Holy Communion. We want to give 
Scriptural proof of our Lutheran doctrine of the Lord's Supper. We want to prove that 
this doctrine of our church is really a clear statement of Scripture, that in this doctrine, 
too, our church does not detract from the Word of God, but also adds nothing to it. 
This is best done by first considering the doctrine of our church concerning the nature 
of the Lord's Supper, and then the doctrine of our church concerning the use of the 
Lord's Supper. 


What does our Church teach about Holy Communion, specifically about its 
nature? We are all well aware of this, and it is therefore sufficient to point it out in a 
few words. Our confession says: "We believe, teach, and confess that in Holy 
Communion the body and blood of Christ are truly and essentially present, and are 
truly distributed and received with bread and wine." "We believe, teach, and confess 
that the words of Christ's testament are not to be understood otherwise than as they 
are according to the letter, that is, that the bread does not signify the absent body of 
Christ, and the wine the absent blood of Christ, but that it is truly, for the sake of 
sacramental unity, the body and blood of Christ." Further, "We believe, teach, and 
confess that the Body and Blood of Christ are received, not only spiritually by faith, 
but also orally, yet not capernaitically, but supernaturally, heavenly, for the sake of 
sacramental union, with the bread and wine." (Formula of Concord, Epitome, Art. VIII. 
Muller, p. 539 f.) 

Our Church, then, teaches essentially this, that in the Lord's Supper Christ's 
body and blood, and indeed his true natural body and his true natural blood, are 
really and truly present. She teaches that this body and blood are distributed and 
received, eaten and drunk, at the same time as the bread and wine, by all who go to 
the Sacrament, even by the unworthy. It teaches that we are to receive the 
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We eat and drink the body and blood of the Lord orally, with the mouth of our body, 
but in a supernatural, heavenly way. Our church says nothing about the "how" this 
happens, how Christ's body and blood are present in the Lord's Supper and are eaten 
and drunk orally at the same time as the blessed elements, because Scripture is also 
silent about this. 

With these sentences our Lutheran Church rejects the transubstantiation of the 
Roman Church. Of this the Formula of Concord says: "On the other hand, we 
unanimously reject and condemn ...: 1. the papal transubstantiation, since in the 
papacy it is taught that bread and wine in Holy Communion lose their substance and 
natural essence, and thus become null and void, that they are changed into the body 
of Christ, and only the outward form remains." (Miller, p. 541.) Our Church further 
rejects all consubstantiation and impanation, that is, the mixture of the two 
substances, the bread and the body, the wine and the blood of Christ, the local 
inclusion of the body and blood of Christ in the bread and wine. It has always turned 
away with abhorrence from that Capernaitian eating of Christ's body, "as tearing His 
flesh with teeth, and digesting it like other food." (Muller, p. 543.) 

Our Church, on the other hand, also rejects with these sentences all reformed 
false doctrine, "that the body of Christ in Holy Communion is not received orally with 
the bread, but only bread and wine with the mouth, but the body of Christ only 
spiritually through faith; "that bread and wine alone are meanings, similitudes, and 
unimages of the far absent body and blood of Christ"; "that unbelieving and 
impenitent Christians receive in the holy supper not the true body and blood of Christ, 
but bread and wine alone"; "that in the supper alone the power, effect, and merit of 


the absent body and blood of Christ are distributed." Gerhard rightly says: "Non 
amovoiav absentiam, non évovolav inexistentiam, non ovvovotav consubstantiationem, non 
wstovoiav transsubstantiationem, sed mapovotav corporis et sanguinis Christi in sacra coena 


statuimus. " (Loci Theol., ed. Preuss. Vol. V, p, p. 66.) And Luther writes: "On this we 
also stand, believe, and teach, that in the Lord's Supper one truly and bodily eats 
and partakes of Christ's body. But how this is done, or how he is in the bread, we do 
not know, nor shall we know. We are to believe the word of God, and not put wise 
nor measure to it. We see bread with our eyes, but we hear with our ears that the 
body is there." (Vol. XX, p. 777.) 

Our Church teaches, then, that with and among the earthly elements, with and 
among the bread and wine, Christ's body and blood are truly and essentially present 
and are eaten by all who go to the sacrament. 
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and drunk. But as to how this is done, how it is possible, our church says nothing 
and wants to say nothing; she confidently leaves this to Christ, the almighty and true 
founder of the Lord's Supper, whose word she simply accepts in faith as it stands 
and reads. 


Now with this doctrine our church teaches nothing else, no more and no less, 
than what God's Word clearly states. It is our task now to prove this further. If one 
wishes to prove that a doctrine is in accordance with Scripture, this can only be done 


by looking at and examining the sayings of Scripture which deal ex professo with the 


doctrine in question, that is, the sedes doctrinae, the loci classici of the doctrine in 
question. One must not construct a doctrine for oneself from other passages of 
Scripture that do not deal specifically with the doctrine in question, and then want to 
twist and interpret the clear passages according to them, as the enthusiasts are so 
fond of doing, especially also in the case of the doctrine of Holy Communion. One 
must not seek to harmonize the individual doctrines on the basis of a so-called 
analogia fidei, and then modify and weaken the clear statements of Scripture. He who 
wants to prove that a doctrine is scriptural in this way abandons the formal principle 
of theology, that God's word alone should be the article of faith; he sets his reason 
as master over Scripture; he does not take his doctrine from the clear words of 
Scripture, but constructs it for himself from his own reason. Wherefore also our 
Confession expressly rejects this proposition, "If it be taught that the words of 
Christ's testament are not to be plainly understood and believed as they read, but 
that they are obscure speeches, the understanding of which must first be sought in 
other places." (Miller, p. 542.) The sedes doctrinae for the doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper are first of all the words of the institution of this sacrament, and then some 
passages which deal with this institution of Christ in clear and distinct words. It is 
necessary to look at these passages first and to draw the doctrine of the Sacrament 
from them. This is one of the fundamental errors of the opponents, that they do not 
do this. Chemnitz rightly writes: "As all doctrines of the church and the individual 
articles of faith have their proper seat, as it were, in certain certain passages of 
Scripture, since they are treated and explained ex professo, so that their proper and 
exact meaning is rightly sought in these passages and developed from them, so it 
is certain without all dispute that the proper doctrine of the Lord's Supper has its 
special place and its proper seat in the words of institution. But who does not know 
this? you say, and what reasonable man should deny it? | answer, In words all 
confess it, and all admit it; but when it is to be put into practice, the case is very 
different. For all sacramentarians, as many as there are, take what they believe and 
think of the Lord's Supper, 
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not from the words of the institution, which they have understood in the proper 
sense, simply as they read them, but they take it from other passages of Scripture, 
which usually say nothing about the Lord's Supper, from which one chooses this, 
another that, each according to his analogy, which he has devised for himself. And 
after they have ascertained from other passages of Scripture what they want to 
believe about the Lord's Supper, only then do they go to the words of the institution; 
and then their labor and trouble consists in bringing into the words of the institution 
their opinion acquired elsewhere by a figurative interpretation or such an 
interpretation as somehow does violence to the text." 1) 

We consider, then, first of all, the words of the institution of Holy Communion. 
It has pleased the Holy Spirit to give us the institution of this endowment of Christ 
not only in one account. We have, as we know, four accounts of it in Scripture, by 
the three Evangelists, Matthew, Marcus, Lucas, and by the Apostle Paul, 1 Cor. 11. 
If we look at these different accounts, we see at once that they do not agree literally, 
that even the words of Christ used in the administration of the bread and wine are 
not literally exactly the same in the different accounts. Matthew says, "Take, eat; this 
is my body." "Drink ye all of it; this is my blood of the new testament, which is poured 
out for many for the remission of sins." (Matth. 26, 26. 28.) Marcus gives a very 
similar account. Only he omits the words, "Drink ye all of it," at the distribution of the 
cup, and reports instead, "And they drank all of it." Also missing in his report is the 
one that Matthew put after it; also missing are the words: "for the forgiveness of 
sins". (Marc. 14, 22-24.) Lucas reports the words thus: "This is my body which is 
given for you. 


1) Sicut quaevis ecclesiae dogmata et singuli articuli fidei incertis quibusdam scripturae 
locis suam propriam quasi sedem habent, ubi ex professo tractantur et explicantur, ita ut vera 
et genuina ipsorum sententia ex illis locis recto petatur et certo extruatur: ita extra 
controversiam est, rectam fidem de coena Domini habere peculiarem suum locum et 
propriam sedem in verbis institutionis. Quis vero hoc nesciat, inquis, aut quis sanus hoc 
negaverit? Ego vero respondeo, verbis omnes hoc fatentur et concedunt, sed cum ad rem 
ventum fuerit, plane diversum fit. Sacramentarii enim omnes, quotquot sunt, quod de coena 
Domini credere et sentire velint, non ex verbis institutionis, proprie et simpliciter sicut sonant 
intellectis sumunt, sed ex aliis scripturae locis, quos plerosque de coena Domini mhil 
loquentes alius alios sua quadam, quam sibi quisque fingit, analogia deligit, praesumunt. Et 
postquam ex aliis scripturae locis constituerunt, quid de coena Domini sentire velint, tunc 
demum ad verba institutionis acceditur, atque tunc hoc opus, hic labor est, ut aliunde 
concepta sententia in verba institutionis figurata et violenta aliqua interpretatione intrudatur/* 
(Fundamenta Sanae Doctrinae etc., p. 9.) 
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This do in remembrance of me. This is the cup, the new testament in my blood, which 
is poured out for you." (Luc. 22:19, 20.) Paul at last renders the words thus, "Take, 
eat; this is my body which is broken for you: this do in remembrance of me. This cup 
is the new testament in my blood: this do, as often as ye drink it, in remembrance of 
me." (1 Cor. 11:24, 25.) So there are considerable differences here, and we see that 
Matthew and Marcus on the one hand, and Lucas and Paul on the other, are very 
similar in their reports. 

From this difference of the available reports the opponents wanted to strike 
Capital. They say that after these different reports it is no longer possible to decide 
which were the ipsissima verba Christi, which words the Lord actually used at the 
institution of Holy Communion. 1) It is therefore impossible that so much can depend 
on the individual words, they further conclude. The Lutheran church, the old Lutheran 
dogmatics, overstretches the matter, if it stands so firmly on the individual words. To 
this we reply this: We can take each one of the four accounts we have of the 
institution before us and examine it separately, and we shall find the same doctrine 
of the Lord's Supper every time, if we remain plain and simple on the wording, the 
same doctrine which our church confesses by God's grace. We further answer, It is 
not because of this that we can no longer determine which are the ipsissima verba 
Christi. The matter stands thus. All these words, which the Evangelists and the 
Apostle wrote down, not from their memory, but from the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, 
are ipsissima verba Christi, words which Christ used at the institution of this 
Sacrament. "As he (the Lord, namely) went round in the circle of the disciples, he 
used once this, once that formula. But whatever words he chose, the meaning was 
always the same." (Stéckhardt, "Die bibl. Gesch. d. N. T.," p. 206.) And the Holy Spirit 
has caused these various reports to be recorded for us, that we may the more 
diligently hold the individual words to one another, compare them with one another, 
and join them together, that their meaning and opinion may become the more clear 
and certain to us. Chemnitz writes: "The repetitions of the institution of the Lord's 
Supper show themselves clearly from what cause and with what intention they are 
distinguished by the Holy Spirit in Scripture. For the words are so placed as to show, 
either by repetition or alteration or addition, that the Holy Spirit, by this very re- 


1) For example, the third edition of the Herzogsche Realencyklopadie (Vol. |, p. 35) states: 
"Which are the ipsissima Verba of Jesus Christ cannot be determined. The question would only 


be whether the richer forms correspond to the meaning of Jesus, or whether they add something 
to the original meaning, or whether they "unify" it (in other words, falsify it). 
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| have wanted to show, to overflow, and to confirm their true, certain, and genuine 
explanation and interpretation." 1) 

We will now take a closer look at the words of the institution, based on the 
report of Paul 1 Cor. 11, 23. ff. This report is the most detailed, it is also the first and 
oldest of these four reports, which is first distinguished. But we will always include 
the other three reports in our consideration and see where and how they deviate 
from this report. Now Paul begins his account thus, "I have received it of the Lord, 
which | gave unto you." (V. 23.) In the Greek there is another with it. The particle, as 
is well known, indicates that what follows is justification and explanation of what 
precedes. In the preceding verses the apostle had declared to the Corinthians that 
he could not commend their assemblies, but must reprove them, because their 
assembling together, that is, their worshipping assemblies, were often of a kind that 
things were not better, but worse with them. And as a particular thing which he could 
not praise in their assemblies, he mentions this: "When ye therefore come together, 
they keep not the Lord's supper there. For if ye keep the supper, every man taketh 
his own before, and one is hungry, and another is drunken." (V. 20. 21.) The Lord's 
Supper, he said, was not celebrated in their worshipping assemblies as it ought to 
be celebrated. This he, the apostle, could not commend. Nor, he said, was it at all 
the same. The Christian congregation had no right to do as they pleased. The Lord's 
Supper, he says, is not an ecclesiastical endowment, but instituted by the Lord. 
"For," he says, "I have received it of the Lord, which | have given unto you." 

The apostle received it from the Lord. Right at the beginning he reproaches 
them with the fact that what he has long since given and handed down to them, and 
of which he now reminds them anew, is not his or the church's, but the Lord's 
foundation and word. The apostle received it from the Lord, by which he means that 
the institution of the Lord's Supper was communicated to him by the Lord Himself 
through a special revelation. Most of the newer commentators deny this, that the 
apostle wants to indicate here that the institution of the Lord's Supper was revealed 
to him directly by the Lord. They especially refer to the meaning of the preposition if 
the apostle wanted to say that he had received his report about the institution of the 
Lord's Supper directly from the Lord, 


1) Ipsae repetitiones institutionis coenae manifeste ostendunt, qua de causa et quo 
consilio a Spiritu sancto in scripturis sint consignatae. Verba enim ita sunt posita, ut vel 
repetitione vel commutatione vel additione ostendant, Spiritum sanctum voluisse in his ipsis 
repetitionibus monstrare, tradere et confirmare veram, certam et genuinam interpretationem 
et sententiam/* (1.c., p. 33.) 
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he should not have written dd tov yupion, but rather zapd tov yoptov. Paul would rather 
say that he had delivered this report as one originating from the Lord, as God's word, 
and had therefore also delivered it to the Corinthem. He received this report as 
coming from the Lord Himself through the first disciples, through the other apostles, 
through the eye and ear witnesses of the first institution. This is not a direct 
communication, but an indirect one. Thus, e. g., v. Hofmann writes: "The 
napadapBdve, which is the easiest to understand, is the zapadapPave. 

The preposition tTrapd is the most important one, and the apostle had to make use of 
it when he wanted to say that the Lord had made known to him directly what was 
being spoken of, as a teacher does to a pupil. ("Die heil. Schrift d. N. T." Il, 2, p. 246.) 
And Nebe sums up the result of his exposition in these words: "Not directly from the 
mouth of the Lord himself has Paul the words of institution, but he has them from 
such as have heard them from the mouth of the Lord, he has them from a pure, sure 
source, from a tradition which goes back directly to the Lord JEsus himself." ("The 
Epistol. Peric." Il, p. 262.) Now, it is true that Paul, when he otherwise uses the word 
naparappavew ge 

and thereby indicates from whom one has received something, expresses this by 
the preposition trapd. (Gal. 1, 12. 1 Thess. 2, 13. 4, 1. 2 Thess. 3, 6.) It is true that 
also elsewhere in the New Testament the preposition trapd is frequently used to 
show that someone has heard, taught, and received something directly from another. 


Thus we find the expressions dyoieiv mapa tivoc (Apost. 10:22. Joh. 6:45. 8:40.), 


pavAdveiv Kapa tivoc (2 Tim. 3:14.), and AapBavew apa tivoc (Joh. 10:18.). But still 
the explanation of the more recent exegetes does not fit into the context of the 
passage at all. It would be strange if the apostle should emphasize this, that he had 
received the account of the Holy Supper as coming from the Lord Himself, as a word 
of the Lord. This was well known to all the Corinthians, no one doubted it. In addition 
to this, the apostle here hemorrhages his very person with special emphasis. He 
adds the word, and indeed he places it at the beginning of the sentence. What he 
received as an apostle of Jesus Christ, in contrast to others, that is what he wants to 
emphasize. Now many had heard and received the report of the institution of the 
Lord's Supper, as coming from the Lord, from the first disciples by superficies. This 
was nothing special that had happened to him, the apostle, in particular. He, the 
apostle of Jesus Christ, had received this report directly from the Lord. Paul 
emphasizes this in other places, especially in Galatians, that he did not receive his 
gospel from any man but through the revelation of Jesus Christ. (Gal. 1, 1. 2.) So we 
stick to our old interpretation that Paul says about himself as an apostle, that he 
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received this report directly from the Lord, through a revelation of Jesus Christ. The 
preposition does not stand in the way of this. We also find it used in the New 
Testament in such a way that it introduces the person from whom a message comes 
directly. Thus, e. g., the apostle John writes (1 John 1:5.), "And this is the 
proclamation which we have heard of him (xx' avtov), and declare unto you." The 
apostle Paul writes to the Colossians (Col. 1, 7.), "How then ye have learned of 
Epaphra" ("'-6 Ezagpa). In these passages it is irrefutably a matter of direct 
communication, and this relation is expressed by xxx. 

Paul did not receive the report of the institution of the Lord's Supper from the 
others, from the older apostles, but he received it from the Lord Himself. Here we 
have the report of the risen and transfigured Christ Himself concerning His 
institution. "Therein consists the highest authority of the Pauline testimony," writes 
Chemnitz, "that he did not take the description of the institution from the other 
apostles, so that, according to his apostolic authority, he would have changed, 
rearranged, and explained some words, but the Son of God Himself, after His 
ascension into glory, delivered the institution of the Lord's Supper to Paul, showing 
at the same time, both by repeating some words, and by changing, rearranging, and 
explaining others, how He wished it to be explained and understood." 1) "This 
appeal to an instruction received directly from Christ," writes Strébel ("Zeitschrift fir 
d. ges. luth. Theologie u. Kirche," Jahrg. 3, p. 117), "which only came to the Apostle 
at a time when the Lord's Supper had long since been known and in use among 
Christians, and indeed according to the simple wording of the institution, is not 
without significance for our purpose. If the original words were not to be understood 
actually, but figuratively, the Lord would certainly not have omitted, in order to correct 
the previous misunderstanding, to reveal his real opinion to Paul clearly and 
definitely. Instead, we find here almost only a literal repetition of the speech already 
known from the evangelists, and not the slightest hint of a figurative understanding 
of it. Should we not be suspicious of a doctrine, such as the Reformed one, when 
there is no trace of it either in the Savior's sayings or in those of his disciples?" 

G. M. 
(To be continued.) 


1) Ila vero summa est autoritas Paulini testimonii, quod descriptionem institutionis non 
sumsit a reliquis apostolis, ita ut apostolica sua autoritate verba quaedam permutaret, 
transponeret et declararet. Sed ipse Filius Dei post ascensionem in gloria, institutionem 
coenae suae repetito, ita tradidit Paulo, ut simul vel repetitione eorundem verborum, vel 
permutatione, transpositione et declaratione quorundam verborum ostenderet, quomodo 
vellet eam explicari et intelligi." (L. c., p. 43 sq.) 
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Recent Pentateuch Criticism. 


(Continued.) 


lll. 
Consideration of some main objections to the Mosaic writing of the 
Peutateuch. 
1. 

In the first part of this series of articles, we have explained what Scripture says 
about the author and the origin of the five books of Moses; in the second part, we 
have taken a walk through the history of Pentateuch criticism and shown what 
fundamental assumptions about the origin of the Pentateuch the higher criticism of 
modern times has come to. In the process we have already touched in passing upon 
the objections which have been raised against the unity and Mosaic composition of 
the Pentateuch. To examine these objections more closely is the purpose of the 
following remarks. It is true that we cannot deal with all the objections, the number 
of which is not small, without taking up too much space; but this is not necessary, 
since the main objections can be classified and, when we have recognized the 
groundlessness of some of them, the others will be of less importance. That we shall 
encounter some passages which present difficulties, and that we shall not in every 
case be able to solve the difficulties entirely, must be conceded from the outset; but 
we shall also see that an explanation can be found for every difficulty, and quite 
decidedly we deny that these difficulties are such as to render the unity and the 
Mosaic composition of the Pentateuch doubtful and impossible. We must not 
disregard the fact that in the Pentateuch we have an ancient written work in which 
names, places, conditions, circumstances, etc. are mentioned, the more exact 
knowledge of which is denied us and will probably remain denied us hereafter. Just 
in the case of such difficulties, obscurities, apparent contradictions, etc., it is also 
true that our knowledge is piecemeal and our prophecy piecemeal, and that we now 
see through a mirror in a dark word and recognize it piecemeal, 1 Corinthians 13:9. 

As amain reason against Moses as the versaster of the Pentateuch it is argued 
that there is a whole series of passages in the Pentateuch which are of post-Mosaic 
origin, so-called Post-Mosaica. Such 
Passages have already been cited by individual medieval Jewish scholars, 1) and 
there is almost no recent work on Old Testament introduction that has not registered 
them more or less completely. Thus King, in his detailed and learned work, raises 
the question, "Is there any 


1) "L. u. W.", 49, p. 290 s. 
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Is there anything post-Mosaic in the Pentateuch?" and then answers: "In the case of 
not a few passages it will be difficult to interpret them without violating sound 
hermeneutics in such a way that they do not point beyond the time of Moses. 1) 
Strack, among his seventeen "reasons against the authorship of Moses," cites 
mainly post-Mosaica, 2) and Cornill says: "In addition to these, there is a whole 
number of individual passages, to which Aben Ezra, Hobbes, Peyrerius, and 
Spinoza have already pointed, which cannot possibly be understood in the mouth of 
Moses or a contemporary. Thus Gen. 12, 6. and 13, 7. the remark that at that time 
the Canaanites dwelt in the land, Gen. 14, 14. the name Dan, which that city received 
only considerably later, Judg. 18, 29. a king in Israel, Gen. 36, 31. Canaan being 
called the land of the Hebrews, Ex. 16, 35. the reference to an event that happened 
after the death of Moses, Jos. 5, 12. Lev. 18, 24-27. and Deut. 2, 12. reference to 
the extermination of the Canaanites by Israel, Num. 15, 32. the children of Israel 
were in the wilderness, Deut. 1, 1. the East Bank is called beyond the Jordan, Deut. 
3, 14. to this day, and similarly v. 11. ibid. In Num. 21, 14. for things which must have 
been known to every contemporary of Moses, a book of the Lord's contentions is 
cited, comp. also v. 11. ibid. Also the critical consideration of the legislation leads to 
the same result, since most of the 'Mosaic' laws presuppose a farming population 
firmly established in Canaan. But not enough that the Mosaic writing is untenable in 
view of such passages." etc. 3) 

Let us now look at some of these passages, first in Genesis. In the account of 
Abraham's exodus from Haran it says: They "went out to journey into the land of 
Canaan. And when they were come into that same land, Abram passed through unto 
the place of Shechem, and unto the grove of More. For the Cananites dwelt in the 
land at that time." literally, And the Cananite (was) in the land at that time (XX). "Then 
the Lord appeared unto Abram, and said, To thy seed will | give this land. And he 
built there an altar unto the LORD, which appeared unto him," Gen. 12:5. ff. From 
this "then" it is inferred that the words were written at a time when the Cananites no 
longer dwelt in the land, that is, after the conquest of the land and the extermination 
of the Cananites, after the death of Moses. Strack remarks: "This 'then' certainly 
leads to the time after the conquest of the land." 4) Not at all. The critics, without 
necessity, convert the "then" into a "then still." With the same right we could make it 
a "then already." 


1) "Introduction to the Old Testament," p. 159. 

2) "Introduction to the Old Testament." Fourth edition, p. 25 ff. 
3) "Introduction to the Old Testament." Second Edition, p. 17. 
4) Introduction, p. 26. 
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as Ewald and others really did and connected the remark with the dispersion of the 
human race reported in the preceding chapter, Gen. 11, 9. We reject both versions 
and say with Hengstenberg, Green and others: These three words (in the basic text) 
merely constatir that the Cananites were in the land in the days of Abraham, without 
any reflection and consideration that there was a time when they were not yet or no 
longer there. In this explanation, the "then" does not appear, as King and others 
object, to be wholly superfluous, nor does it simply pass over, but it emphasizes that 
between the time here described and the time of the writer there is an intervening 
time, not less, as is well known, than about 600 years. And if one finally asks what 
this remark is about, since it was already known from Gen. 10:13 ff. that the 
Canaanites dwelt in the land, and this is also evident from the words that precede 
our verse very briefly: They "went to travel in the land of Canaan," v. 5, the answer 
is that this remark is not at all purposeless, but fits perfectly into the context. The 
contrast between the present and the future, between the present reality and the 
great and marvelous promise, is thus properly marked. Abraham, the bearer of the 
promise, v. 1 and following, comes as a stranger and pilgrim into the land inhabited 
and occupied by Canaanites, and does not call a foot of land his own. Then the Lord 
appears to him and says, "To thy seed will | give this land," v. 7. And Abraham 
believes and trusts the divine promise, in spite of the fact that the land was in the 
hands of the Canaanites, and makes his faith known by erecting an altar to the Lord 
at the place of the divine appearance and promise, v. 7. (7) To this the New 
Testament refers, when it says, Heb. 11:8 f. "By faith Abraham was obedient, when 
he was called to go forth into the land which he was to inherit: and he went forth, and 
knew not whither he went. By faith he was a stranger in the promised land, as in a 
foreign country." - In like manner may be explained the related passage, Gen. 13:7: 
"So also at that time dwelt the Cananites and the Perizzites in the land." 

A second series of Postmosaica finds criticism in a number of passages in which 
older localities are referred to by their later names, which they are said to have 
received only after Mosi's death. The following are cited as examples: the city of 
Bethel, Gen. 12, 8. 13, 3. 28, 19. 35, 6. 15. which, after all, was originally called Lus, 
Gen. 28, 19. 35, 6. and still bore this name at the time of Jos. 18, 13; furthermore, 
the city of Hebron, Gen. 13, 18. 23, 2. which originally bore the name Kiriath-Arba, 
Gen. 23, 2. (Luther translated the proper name Kiriath-Arba with "capital" at this 
point), and only after Mosi's death received the name Hebron, Jos. 14, 15. 15, 13. 
Richt. 1, 10. But are each other 
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in these two examples the critics themselves do not agree, and King, for instance, 
admits, "Bethel would be but a relative anachronism to Moses, because, according 
to Genesis itself, before his time that name took the place of the older Lus, 28, 19. 
35, 6. 15. Jos. 18, 13. Judg. 1, 23. . . . Hebron cannot be definitely called post- 
Mosaic, because it is not stated when that name supplanted the older Qirjath-Arba, 
Jos. 14, 15. 15, 13. Judg. 1, 10., was superseded, and because Caleb's descendant 
Hebron, 1 Chron. 2, 42., may as well have his name from the city as the latter from 
him." 1) We do not, therefore, go further into these two names of cities. On the other 
hand, King says quite apodictically, "Dan, Gen. 14, 14. Deut. 34, 1., would be 
absolute anachronism for Moses. For the name originated only in the time of the 
judges for Leschem, Jos. 19, 47. or Lajish, Richt. 18, 29/") And likewise Strack 
judges: "The city Lajish or Leschem received this name (Dan) only after its conquest 
by the Danites." 2) Therefore, let us look at this example a little more closely. 

We read Gen. 14:14 f., that "when Abram heard that his brother (Lot) was taken 
captive" (by the four kings Amraphel, Arish, Kedor-Laomor, and Thideal), "he armed 
his servants, three hundred and eighteen, born in his house, and pursued after them 
unto Dan, and divided himself, and fell upon them by night with his servants, and 
smote them, and pursued after them unto Hobah, which is on the left hand of the 
city of Damascus." Deut. 34, 1. it is reported that the Lord showed Moses before his 
death from the mountain Nebo "the whole land of Gilead up to Dan". 3) Against this 
the critics of ancient times object that these passages must necessarily be regarded 
as post-Mosaic, since it was only in the time of Joshua, after the death of Moses, 
that it is said: "The children of Dan went up and fought against Leshem, and won, 
and smote them with the edge of the sword, and took them, and dwelt in them, and 
called them Dan after their father's name. 19, 47. "They (the children of Dan) came 
unto Laish, unto a quiet, sure people, and smote them with the edge of the sword, 
and burned the city with fire. And there was none to deliver them, because it lay afar 
off from Zidon, and had no business with the people, and it lay in the bottom, which 
is by Beth-rehob. So they built the city, and dwelt therein, and called it Dan, after the 
name of Dan their father, which was born of Israel. And the name of the city in old 
time was Laish," Judg. 18, 27. ff. Here there really seems to be a difficulty, since the 
first thought is naturally that the same city is meant in all places. The critics also 
assume this quite confidently. But the identity of Gen. 14, 14. and Deut. 34, 1. 
mentioned Dan with the 


1) Introduction, p. 160. 2) Introduction, p. 25. 

3) We allow the reference to this passage to stand for the time being, although we intend 
to prove later that the entire 34th chapter of Deuteronomy is an appendix to the Pentateuch 
written after Mosiah's death. 
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Jos. 19, 47. and Richt. 18, 29. is by no means beyond all doubt, even if King asserts: 
"To doubt the identity of that Dan (Gen. 14, 14. Deut. 34, 1.) with the later famous 
one, does not allow the simple mention of the name." 1) It is, of course, striking that 
two places, situated in the same region, in northernmost Palestine, should bear the 
same name, but it is not impossible, nor unheard of. It is a fact, for example, that 
there were two places called Bethsaida in the vicinity of the Sea of Galilee, one on 
the western shore of the lake, and one above the confluence of the Jordan with the 
lake, on the eastern bank of the river. 2) And the possibility that there were two 
localities of the name Dan is made probable by the fact that in the account of David's 
census, 2 Sam. 24:6, it is said, "And (Joab and the captains of the host) came to 
Gilead, and to the low country of Hadsi, and came to Dan-Jaan, and about Zidon." 
Never is Dan-lais called by this epithet Jaan, and this epithet Jaan, which occurs only 
here, is the more striking, since the well-known and famous Dan-lais is twice 
mentioned in this very chapter by its simple and ordinary name Dan, 2 Sam. 24, 2. 
15. Is there really so improbable the supposition of Hengstenberg, Keil, Green, and 
other apologists, that here just by the epithet Jaan a second city of Dan is to be 
distinguished from the well-known city of Dan-lais, of which every one thought when 
he heard the name? The fact that the word Jaan has not yet been satisfactorily 
explained does not change this; perhaps Keil is right in his assumption that it is to be 
derived from a Semitic word meaning "to be low," which would fit the closely related 
expression "low country," although this expression is also still obscure. And still 
another moment speaks in favor of identifying the Dan mentioned in the Pentateuch 
not with the well-known Dan-Lais, but rather with the Dan-Jaan just mentioned. Dan- 
Lais lay according to Richt. 18, 28. f. in the valley of Beth-Rehob, and the well-known 
geographer of Palestine Edward Robinson has determined by exact investigations 
on the spot that it lay there at the middle source of the Jordan, at none of the two 
roads, which lead from the Jordan valley to Damascus. But the four kings, whom 
Abraham, according to Gen. 14, 14. pursued from Dan, fled towards Damascus, v. 
15. We shall therefore call this Dan, which, according to Deut. 34, 1. belonged to 
Gilead, with the Dan-Jaan mentioned in 2 Sam. 24, 6. which is also mentioned there 
in connection with Gilead, and have to look for it in northern Peraea, southwest of 
Damascus. 3) 


1) Introduction, p. 160. 
2) Meusel "Kirchliches Handlexikon"; Winer, "Biblisches Realwérterbuch" sub verbo. 
3) Keil, "Biblical Commentary on Genesis and Exodus." Second edition, p. 150. 


160The recent Pentateuch criticism. 


And it may have received this significant name of Dan, that is, God judges, Gen. 
30:6, precisely because of the important and momentous victory of Abraham won 
here. 

So also for this passage an explanation can be found, whose possibility, yes, 
probability cannot be denied. But it should also be pointed out that, although the Old 
Testament text has come down to us on the whole without any intentional changes 
on the part of the copyists, such corrections may have been made now and then in 
the copies. Therefore Green has made the following remark on our passage: "If the 
Dan of later times is here meant, the strong probability is that the older name was in the 
original text, and in the course of transcription one more familiar was substituted for it. The 
proofs of Mosaic authorship are too numerous and strong to be outweighed by a triviality 
like this. Critics whose hypothesis requires the assumption of textual changes of the most 
serious nature cannot consistently deny that there may be occasion for a slight correction 


here." 1) We cannot now go further into this point. But that such geographical 
corrections have been repeatedly made in the New Testament text is well enough 
known. We only recall the various readings and Byafapa, Joh. 1, 28. - In a similar 
way other geographical determinations, which are supposed to speak against Moses 
as the author of the Pentateuch, may now be explained, e. g. Gen. 22, 14., where 
the words, "In the mount where the LORD looketh," XXXX XXXX XXX, are supposed 
to be an allusion to the later temple on Mount Moriah; further Gen. 40, 15. where the 
words of Joseph, "| am stolen out of the land of the Ebraeans secretly," are supposed 
to presuppose the dwelling of Israel in Canaan, etc., and similar passages. 

But it is said that there are also historical statements in the Pentateuch that 
clearly come from post-Mosaic times, which Moses could not have written. As a main 
evidence for this assumption Gen. 36, 31. is usually cited: "Now the kings that 
reigned in the land of Edom, before the children of Israel had kings, are these." 
Strack remarks: "Here the reign of kings in Israel is presupposed," 2) and Konig, at 
any rate, is glad that he thinks he can include Luther among the critics in this 
passage. 3) For Luther, in his commentary on Genesis, says in regard to the words 
just quoted, "But it is asked, Whether these princes or kings were before or after 
Moses? Where they were after Moses, he was not able to write this, but this addition 
was made by another, as the last part is in the fifth book of Moses. For he did not 
say of himself 


1) "The Unity of the Book of Genesis," p. 202. 
2) Introduction, p. 26. 3) "Theologisches Literaturblatt," 16, p. 570. 
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Deut. 34, 10: "And there arose no prophet in Israel after the manner of Moses, whom 
the Lord knew by sight. And there are other things which are told there of the 
sepulchre of Moses. Unless thou wilt say that he saw and prophesied these things 
beforehand by a prophetic spirit." 1) 

Let us therefore examine this passage a little more closely. We do not deny 
that the words sound somewhat strange at first glance and could give the impression 
that they were only written when the kingship had already been established in Israel. 
But on closer examination this view also becomes entangled in difficulties. It is a fact 
that there were already kings in Edom at the time of Moses, for we read in Numbers 
20:14 that "Moses sent a message from Kadesh to the king of the Edomites. 11, 17. 
The Edomites at that time had not only princes, Ex. 15, 15. but also kings, just like 
other nations, e. g. the Midianites, Num. 31, 8. But now in our passage, Gen. 36, 31. 
ff, only eight kings of Edom are mentioned, who are said to have reigned before Israel 
attained to kingship under Saul; and even if we suppose that the king of Edom, who 
was Moses' contemporary, and to whom Moses sent the message just mentioned, 
was the very first of these eight Edomite kings, these kings would still have reigned 
a disproportionately long time. For from the death of Moses until the election of Saul 
as king, almost 400 years passed (1 Kings 6:1), and the 7 successors of the first 
Edomite king must have reigned on average more than 50 years. This is all the more 
improbable, since they were not hereditary kings, but elective kings, as Gen. 36, 31. 
ff. clearly shows, and as such probably came to the throne only at a more mature age 
and reigned for a shorter time. This calculation alone makes it at least doubtful that 
the Edomite kings mentioned here reigned after Moses. 

But it is not even to be admitted that the Edomite king mentioned in Numbers 
20:14 as a contemporary of Moses was the first king of his people. This already 
makes the manner in which the passage is introduced somewhat improbable; but 
added to this is the fact that a "king's highway" is mentioned in connection with it. 
Moses, according to v. 17, makes this Edomite king say, "Let us pass through thy 
land. We will not pass through the fields, nor through the vineyards, neither will we 
drink water out of the wells: we will go by the highway, neither to the right hand, nor 
to the left. 
nor give way to the left until we pass through your border." The Edomite kingship 
seems to have existed already for a long time, to which the power and the warlike 
attitude of the people, emphasized in v. 20. f., might indicate. And this assumption is 
supported by the list of kings in question, Gen. 36, 31. ff. For there v. 35. is spoken 
of the 


1) S. L. Ausg. II, 1010. 
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fourth king Hadad said that he "smote the Midianites in the field of Moab". This does 
not seem to have been a post-Mosaic event, but rather a pre-Mosaic event. For in 
Moses' time Midian was still in league with Moab, and dwelt near it, Num. 22:4, 7; 
but soon Israel encamped "in the plains of Moab," Num. 31:12., always dwelt near it 
after the conquest of Canaan, and later, in the king's time, this feld became even 
Israelitish territory, so that at that time it could hardly be a battle-ground between 
Midianites and Edomites, as then also the Midianites disappear from history after 
Gideon's time. Therefore also the Edomite Hadad mentioned in 1 Kings 11:14. as a 
contemporary of Solomon will not be the Hadad mentioned here, Gen. 36:35. as the 
critics suppose; for Hadad here was also elective king, while Solomon's 
contemporary was king's son ("of royal seed," 1 Kings 11:14., comp. also v. 17.), and 
it is not at all said that he really became king, but he was probably only crown 
pretender. Nor was this latter Hadad certainly one who was king "before the children 
of Israel had kings," Gen. 36:31, but lived much later, being Solomon's contemporary. 
It is well known that rulers, especially those who lived far away from each other, have 
the same names. 

The above makes it at least probable that some of the eight kings of Edom 
mentioned lived before Moses. We now go a step further and say: All eight can, yes, 
will be pre-Mosaic. Is it not striking that in our place of the eighth and last king, not 
merely his city and perhaps his father, as in the case of his predecessors, are named, 
but also his wife, his mother-in-law, and their father and mother, Gen. 36, 39.? And 
is it not further remarkable that, while all his predecessors are said to have died, this 
statement is missing in his case, and it is only in the late written Chronicles, 1 Chron. 
1, 51, that it is said, "But when Hadad (evidently an error of the copyists instead of 
Hadar) died"? This striking fact can only be explained by the fact that Hadar was still 
alive and on the throne at the time when our account was written. He was probably 
the king of Edom with whom Moses negotiated the passage of the Israelites through 
his land, Numbers 20:14 ff. And that these eight kings fall into the pre-Mosaic period 
is also chronologically very possible, and the objection of the critics that the period 
between Esau and Moses is not sufficient for the growth of the family into a nation 
and for the reigning of eight kings is not valid. For from the death of Jacob - the year 
of Esau's death is unknown - to the exodus from Egypt are far more than 400 years, 
Gen. 15:13, Ex. 12:40, and up to the time when Moses sent the embassy to the 
Edomite king, more than 450 years. Let us now assume only 200 years for the eight 
kings, which is certainly, especially in the case of an elective kingship, amply justified. 
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Since, according to our assumption, the eighth, Hadar, was still alive at the time of 
Mosiah, more than 250 years remain for the growth of Esau's family, which had 
already lived in Seir before Isaac's death, into a nation, and for the other Edomite 
families listed in our text chapter, which we cannot discuss further here. 1) 

But there is still another difficulty to be solved. It clearly says: "Before the 
children of Israel had kings." What is the meaning of this remark? Can these words 
really be understood in any other way than that kingship had already arisen in Israel? 
Certainly, if we look more closely at the context. They are spoken from the standpoint 
of the promise of kingship. For it is reported in the preceding chapter that God said 
to Jacob: "| am the Almighty God, be fruitful and multiply; nations and multitudes of 
nations shall come from you, and kings shall come out of your loins," Gen. 35:11, to 
which the genealogies of Jacob and Esau immediately follow. Yes, already to 
Abraham it was promised: "Kings also shall come from thee," and from Sarah "shall 
be nations, and kings over many peoples," Gen. 17:6, 16, and Deut. 17:14 ff. Moses 
prophesies that Israel, when it had come to Canaan and would dwell in the land, 
would say: "I will set a king over me, as all nations have over me," wherefore he then 
immediately gives the so-called king law. With regard to this kingly prophecy, the 
words of our passage express only the thought that Edom had become a kingdom 
earlier than Israel. According to the preceding prophecies, the idea of kingship was 
certainly not far removed from the Mosaic era, as Franz Delitzsch aptly remarked in 
earlier years: "That Israel was destined to become a kingdom of kings of its own race 
was a hope inherited from the age of Moses, which the Egyptian sojourn was very 
suitable to nourish. 2) Yes, even so decided an opponent of the Mosaic composition 
of the Pentateuch as King, who also certainly calls our passage a post-Mosaic, 
nevertheless makes the concession: "If it were certain ... that kings were promised 
to Abraham and Jacob as descendants, Gen. 17, 6. 16. 35, 11. then also Gen. 36, 
31. could have been spoken of kings of Israel before their existence." 3) But why is 
this not certain, since the passages just cited state it clearly and definitely? The words 
of King are significant: the content of these clear, definite statements "must have 
been according to Judg. 8, 23. 1 Sam. 8, 6-8. 10, 19. - Striving after a king is apostasy 
from Yahweh, equal to the worship of the golden calf - as a 


1) Cf. on this point especially Hengstenberg's thorough investigations in his "Authentie des 
Pentateuchs," Il, 202 ff. 273 ff. 
2) "The Genesis," p. 348. 3) Introduction, pp. 160 f. 
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In other words, the prophecy of the king is also not of Mosaic origin, but of much later 
origin, and is only blackened into these patriarchal narratives. 

But how does it finally relate to Luther's statement? Did he not, after all, by his 
questioning, give away the Mosaic version of the Pentateuch? We have already 
discussed his position on the Pentateuch earlier 2) and note only that his brief words, 
which do not go into the matter in detail, say nothing more than that he leaves open 
the possibility that these Edomite kings lived after Moses and that their list was 
therefore not written by Moses, but by someone later and was in some way 
incorporated at this point in Genesis. That such an isolated occurrence might have 
been possible, especially in the case of a genealogy, may be admitted, although it is 
quite improbable to us in view of the foregoing explanations; but that Moses is by no 
means abandoned as the author of the Pentateuch by the assumption of such a 
possibility, we shall show later by another example, just as this never entered Luther's 
mind. Lx F: 


(To be continued.) 
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(Found in Luther's works.) 


De Scriptura Sacra . 
(Conclusion.) 
Scripture and Fathers, Conciliar, Pabst, etc. 
(Dicta 34-40.) 
34. "If | am deceived, | would rather be deceived by God (if it were possible) 


than by men; for if God trusts me, he will answer for it and make restitution to me. 
But men cannot make restitution to me, if they have deceived me and led me into 


hell." (XX, 1300. Anno 1528.) 
Nota. One of Luther's heroic sayings. So firmly did Luther hold to his 
dear holy writ. The Scripture teaches so, and so | believe. 


35. "Men may miss, but God's Word is the very wisdom of God and the very 
most certain truth.” (I, 221.) 


1) Introduction, p. 160. 2) "L.u. W." 49, p. 291. 
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36. "What would it be needful of God's word, if the doctrines of men were to 
help us?" (St. L. Ausg. XIX, 822. Anno 1521.) 

37. "What manner of God would it be, if his word, not sufficient, required 
addition from men?" (Ibid.) Nota. "If the Holy Spirit had been so foolish as to be 
provided for, or to trust, the Concilia and Fathers would do all things well, and not 
lack, it would have been without need to him to warn his Church before them, that 
one should examine all things, and see where one would build straw, hay, wood, 
upon the ground, 1 Cor. 3, 12." (XVI, 2663. Anno 1539.) 

38. "Let not the teacher's word be so rashly taken up, and founded upon, 
without certain testimony of Scripture." (XIX, 1162.) 

Nota. "But | have not been content with the sayings of the fathers, for the reason 
that the sayings of the fathers do not make articles of faith, and do not further require 
them, except so far as they are founded in Scripture." (XVIII, 1661.) 

39. "Follow St. Augustine in that when he preaches Christ pure, and not in 
other things." (VII, 1807.) 

Nota. "God wills that men look only to his word, and follow the dear saints’ 
examples no further than where they follow the word of God." (XI, 204.) 

"But what is their own, without scripture, we are to respect as a man's thing, 
and let it remain." (XI, 206.) 

40. "The text of sacred Scripture alone holds the sting. Ambrose, Augustine, 
and other Fathers do not." (XXII, 903.) 

a. "Scripta patrum non sunt norma theologiae." (Hollaz, P. |. 

C. IV. q. Ill. p.m. 197.) 

b. "Let a layman who has Scripture be believed more than the pope and concilio 
without Scripture." (I, 315.) 

c. "Papa, Papa, Concilium, Concilium, Concilium, Fathers, Fathers, high 
school, high school, high school! What is that to us? A word of God is more than this 
heap with all its violence." (XII, 921.) 

d. "Latomus, however, does attract fathers to himself? Answer: have not the 
fathers been men?" (XVIII, 1478.) 

e. "With all other honor to the fathers (salvis patrum reverentiis), yet | prefer the 
prestige of the sacred Scriptures." (XV, 1304. Anno 1519.) 

f. "The fathers sometimes stumbled as men." (XVIII, 1331. Anno1521.) 

g. "The saints have erred in their writing and sinned in their lives. Scripture 
cannot err." (XIX, 1309. Anno 1521.) 
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h. "Whether Augustine said otherwise in another place, | hold no further with 
him than where he holds with the Scriptures. But where he speaks apart from and 
against Scripture, there | hold him in contempt." (XIX, 701. 

Anno 1523.) 

2. "A thought may come into my heart that deceives me... And what happens 
to me, that could have happened to St. Augustine, Ambrosio, and the other fathers." 
(VII, 1801.) 

3. "This Queen (the Holy Scriptures) must reign, to her all must obey and be 
subject. Not their masters, judges, or arbiters, but only witnesses, disciples, and 
confessors, be it the pope, or Luther, or Augustine, or Paul, or an angel from heaven, 
and no other doctrine shall be delivered and heard in the church than the pure Word 
of God, that is, the holy Scriptures; otherwise teachers and hearers shall be 
accursed with their doctrine." (St. L. ed. IX, 87. Anno 1535. Exec. Exh. of Ep. to d. 
Galatians.) 

k. "It is evident that the fathers have often erred. . . . God therefore sendeth 
us not to run out of his scriptures: neither do we err, nor be kept. Therefore we know 
that it is not true which they say, The fathers enlighten the dark scriptures. The work 
of the fathers is not to illuminate the Scriptures, but to bring forth clear Scriptures, 
and thus to prove Scripture with Scripture, only without all their own additions." (XI, 
205 ff.) 

5. “But what do they say, that God is older than all concilia and fathers? He 
is greater and more than all the Concilia and the Fathers. Item, the Scripture also is 
older and more than all Concilia and Fathers." (XIX, 2162.) 

m. "God's word and man's doctrine, if it will govern the soul, it can never fail, 
they contend against each other." (X, 1797. 

Anno 1523.) 

n. "What inquire | what this or that one believes or pollutes; if the word of God 
be not preached, | will not hear it." (IX, 777.) 

7. "| will and must be overcome with Scripture, not with uncertain lives and 
doctrines of men, however holy they may be." (St. L. ed. XVIII, 1323.) 

8. "For this the fathers are of no account to thee with me; thou hast proved 
beforehand that they have never yet erred." (XVIII, 1284.) 

q. "No holy father has power to order and make an article of faith or sacrament 
which the Scriptures have not ordered and made." (XVIII, 1284.) 

10. "Custom and the doctrine of men are other things than Scripture." (XVIII, 
1290.) 


Nota. "Custom even in secular dealings is the weakest and commonly ridiculed 
argument." (XVIII, 1287.) 
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s. "We ask not here what custom doeth, or scripture of the fathers will, but 
what is acceptable and right in God's sight. Who will make us sure that custom is not 
wrong, and the fathers have not erred?" (XI, 261, 8 300.) 

12."The doctrines of men are vain byways, and not the divine roads of 
direction." (XIX, 1027.) 

13. "Testimonia patrum non numerare, sed ponderare." (Erl. ed., Opp. varii arg. V, 
399.) ("Let not the testimonies of the fathers be counted, but weighed." XVIII, 1330. 
1341. 1375.) 

14. "God dwelleth not in the statutes of men: for he speaketh not there." 
(11,638.) 

Scripture and Reason. 
(Dicta 41-63.) 

41. "There is no word so small in Scripture as to be comprehended by 
reason." (XIl, 696.) 

42. "The authority of Scripture, says Augustine, is greater than all men's 
understanding can grasp and comprehend." (XV, 2253, § 10.Anno 1521. 

43. "Since therefore with our wit and reason we cannot attain nor understand 
the cause, let us remain disciples, and let the Holy Spirit have his mastery." (1,4,8 
6.) 

44. "Scripture cannot deceive us; but our reason and habit may well deceive 
us." (XIX, 1325. Anno 1521.) 

45. "Our wisdom and prudence in divine things is the eye which the devil 
opened for us in Paradise, when Adam and Heva also wished to be wise in the devil's 
name." (XI, 1274.) 

46. "Il am not so unintelligent as to let the divine word take second place to 
the fables which human reason has invented." (XVIII, 266.Anno 1517.) 


47. Accedamus ad Mosen, tamquam meliorem doctorem, quem tutius possimus sequi, 


quam philosophos sine verbo de rebus ignotis disputantes." (Erl. ed. |, p. 10.) ("Let us hear 
Mosen, as a better master, whom we may follow more surely than the philosophis, 
who without God's word disputes of unknown things." W. I, 5.) 

48. "The sacred Scriptures cannot be fathomed by any man's diligence and 
understanding." (X, 261, 8 3.) 

49. "We stay straight with the words and then close our eyes and senses." 
(St. L. Ausg. XX, 737, 8 7. Anno 1526.) 
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Nota. "We preach such articles as stand not on men's reason and 
understanding, but on the Scriptures; wherefore they are to be sought nowhere, nor 
places, but in and from the Scriptures." (XI, 25, § 53. Supplementum.) 


50. "Major est Scripturae autoritas quam totius humani ingenii capacitas." ("The 


prestige of Scripture counts for far more than all the capacity of the human intellect." 
IV, 1253.) 


51. "We must leave the apostles sitting on the lectern, and we at their feet." (I, 
Preface.) 

Vota. "Experience has often taught me that when the devil takes hold of me 
apart from the Scriptures, and | begin to walk with my thoughts and flutter up to 
heaven, he makes me not know where God is or where | am. So he wills that this 
truth, which he is to teach in the heart, should be bound, that men should put reason 
and all their own thoughts and feelings in the back of their minds, and should cleave 
unto the word alone, and hold it to be the only truth." (Church Post, Day of Pentecost; 
ad. John 16:17.) 

When reading the scriptures, the question is only what, not how and why. So 
only then do we see if God has said something, not do we want to ask: How is that 
and what we have just read possible? 

"The devil cannot best come to me, unless | abide in the Scriptures." (XIl, 
1572.) 

From Luther's last sermon, preached a few days before his blessed death, we 
gather the following dictum: "Hitherto ye have heard the right, true word; now beware 
of your own thoughts and prudence. The devil will kindle the light of reason, and bring 
you from the faith." (XII, 1534.) 

52. "That, when the articles of the Christian faith are preached, the mastery 
may be laid, and the wings of human prudence be beaten down." (VII, 2032.) 

53. "He that would understand this preaching of Christ must shut his eyes, 
and shut his reason, and be led as a blind man." (VII, 2033.) 

54. "Reason, the devil's whore, can do nothing but blaspheme and profane all 
that God speaks and does." (St. L. ed. XX, 232, 8 82.) 

Nota. These are apparently harsh words; but they are true words. One reads in 
"Rudelbach, Hist.-krit. Einl. in d. Augsb. Confession" only these words: "Cool as the 
time was, a kind of fermentation and development occurred: The bastard that came 
out of this, the stain and brand of the time, was the newer rationalism. In this had 
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one gets a practical commentary and a fully important fulfillment of Luther's sharp 
word: 'Reason' (left to itself and defiant of its self-sufficiency) 'is the devil's whore.’ 
For, under the pretense of an exceeding reasonableness, which could not be satisfied 
with the simplicity of the divine word, one at last arrived at doctrines which mocked 
all spiritual truth, let alone Christianity." (S. 81.) 

"Reason may exalt and boast of its light, and be wise with it in temporal and 
transitory things, but it does not climb up to heaven with it in the flesh, or be consulted 
in this matter concerning salvation. For reason is quite blind, remains in darkness, 
does not shine or appear for eternity." (VII, 1478, § 133.) 

55. "Reason does and serves to matters of faith not before but after faith. 
Reason, after it is enlightened by the Holy Spirit, serves faith; but without faith it 
blasphemes God." (XXII, 764.) 

Nota. "This is the origin and chief cause of all temptation, when reason of itself, 
without the Word, presumes to judge of God and His Word." (I, 282.) 

"Therefore reason must not be consulted here, but the Holy Spirit must be given 
the honor that what he speaks is divine truth, and his words must be believed, 
although the eyes of reason are blinded, nay, even put out." (VII, 1398, § 14.) 

56. "Without the Holy Spirit, reason is absolutely without all knowledge of 
God." (I, 731.) 

57. "Reason recognizes only those sins which are done against the second 
tablet." (St. L. ed. XIV, 1010.) 

58. "She has no knowledge at all of the works of the first table. Therefore the 
word is necessary to reveal the sins against the first table. (Ibid.) 

59. "Reason deals with that which is below us, and not with that which is above 
us." (Ill, 1490, 88 38. 39.) 

60. "Reason, however beautiful and glorious, belongs to the kingdom of the 
world alone, there it has its dominion and territories. But in the kingdom of Christ, 
God's word alone has the upper hand. Nevertheless the devil always wants to reign 
with reason in the church, and to have his hand in the sod." (Ill, 13821.) 

Nota. \n matters of faith one must call out to reason: Sta foris! 

61. "Reason likes to conceive, but not to believe." (St. L. ed. IX, 1866.) 

Nota. "But we cannot persuade the unbeliever, and the good cause of faith shall 
not be demonstrated. Christ calls the 
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Nicédemus to faith and does not answer him the question: 'How may this come to 
pass?" (I. c.) 

62. "One must base any article of faith not on reason or similitude, but grasp 
and base it on the sayings in Scripture, for God well knows how it is, and how He 
should speak of Himself." (XI, 727, § 1. Vide XI, 750, 8 62.) 

63. "Deny reason, and shut thine eyes, and cleave merely to my word, and 
believe this." (XI, 731, § 22.) 

Nota. "He that would be a Christian, let him dig and put out his reason's eyes, 
and hear alone what God saith, and give himself captive to God, and say, Though | 
cannot understand or comprehend what God speaketh, and holdeth forth in his word 
unto me, yet, because God hath said it, and confirmed it with great and mighty 
miraculous signs, | believe it, etc." (V, 643, § 311. Exl. of the 45th Psalm, Anno 1537.) 

"But what difference of persons, if | understand it not, let me be content with 
the holy scripture, which saith these things, and calleth the Father, and the Son, and 
the Holy Ghost, Matt. 28:19. If we could understand these things by reason and 
sense, what need have | of faith? What should we believe in the Scriptures, which 
God has revealed to us through the Holy Spirit? ... For reason understands nothing 
of divine things. ... But in the holy Scriptures alone we ought to hear, to believe, and 
to conclude with certainty in our hearts that God is true, however much the doctrine 
of faith, of which God speaks in his word, may seem to human reason to be dour and 
inconsistent." (V, 650, § 325.) 

The right hand overlay of Scripture. 
(Dicta 64-68.) 

64. "The holy Scriptures have with them an inseparable companion, the Holy 
Ghost, who in many ways moveth and establisheth hearts by the word." (V, 1130. 
Anno 1534.) 

65. "Just as the Holy Spirit writes in the heart, so it rhymes with the sacred 
Scriptures." (X, 1197.) 

66. "The Holy Spirit does not depart from the Word, but is powerful through 
the Word." (VI, 853.) 

67. "St. Peter has forbidden: Thou shalt not interpret it thyself, let the Holy 
Spirit interpret it thyself, or let it remain uninterpreted." (XI, 9, § 13. Suppl.) 

68. "When one runs the Word, the Holy Spirit is there, and in this way it is 
impossible for one to hear or read the Scriptures without benefit." (IX, 1068.) 
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V on new words. 
(Dicta 69-72.) 
69. "It is certain that God speaks in Paulo, whose words are to be reverenced 
and not changed; but in that (the Church Father) it is not certain whether God or a 
man speaks." (XVIII, 1423. Anno 1521.) 


Nota. "Must not God be obeyed more than men? Paul gives, and has had power 
to command, that one should shun the loose news of words, and speak as he speaks, 
and stick to the holy old words." (XVIII, 1455.) 

70. "Take heed therefore: Accustom yourselves to speak of the Lord JEsu in 
the same way as the Scriptures are wont to speak of him; abstain from inventing new 
words." (IX, 911.) 

71. "But | am averse to new words." (111.2792, 8 4. Anno 1543.) 

Nota. "The word, hukam in the Ezraic, is not well to be given in a word. 


‘Constitutum est,’ says St. Jerome, is close enough to it. Stabilitus, certificatus, firmatus, 
gefestiget | would have liked to say. But | am averse to new words," etc. (I. c.). 

72. "But they have invented instead of the word a new kind of spirit, new vanity 
of words, that they may lead the common people by the rope of fools." (Ill, 2262, 8 
35.) 

Nota. An old hexameter reads: "Nomina qui fingit, simulet nova dogmata gignit ("He 
who invents new words also at the same time gives birth to new articles of faith."). 

73. "Verbum Dei manet in aeternum. God's word abideth for ever, and he that 
cleaveth to it with faith abideth for ever." (XXII, 1634, § 141.) 

Nota. "Without the saints we may be blessed; without God's word we may not 
be blessed." (VI, 2606.) 

"Right preachers alone should teach God's word diligently and faithfully, and 
seek its honor and praise alone." (XI, 1273, 8 13.) 

"Thus it is decreed that to the word of God no master nor judge, therefore no 
patron may be given, but God himself: it is his word." (XI, 328, § 13.) 

Suspirium. "Dear Lord Christ, | will be thy disciple, and believe thy word, and will 
shut mine eyes, and give myself captive to thy word." (St. L. ed. VIII, 34, 8 77.) Aug. 
Schuessler. 
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Ecclesiastical contemporary history. 


I. America. 


“Theological Quarterly." 1) This is the title of a new journal of the Wisconsin Synod. Of 
the theological position of this quarterly, the preface says: "We are conscious that we do not 
represent theological fancies and specialties, but the Scriptures themselves: The divine origin 
of Scripture by the inspiration of the Word, the divine authority of Scripture, that we allow 
ourselves to be determined by nothing but the clear Word of Scripture, of which our position at 
the very present time is our way of allowing Scripture to be interpreted by Scripture alone, as 
well as, in particular, our position in the doctrine of election by grace, so to speak, are 
exponents." This journal intends to deal with the whole field of theology, especially with 
homiletics. The first number before us contains three articles: 1. "On the Essence and Concept 
of Theology"; 2. "The Analogy of Faith"; 3. "Recent Falsifications of the Scriptural Principle". The 
first article - to give only a few samples - starts from the fact that at present theology is almost 
universally defined as a science in distinction from common Christian knowledge. This is 
contrasted with the Lutheran teaching of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries: theology is a 
habitus isdadotoc. The idea is further elaborated that theological knowledge does not differ in 
kind, not essentially, from common Christian knowledge. All knowledge in the church (of 
theologians, preachers, and laity) is Scriptural knowledge. S. 5: "Now by theology has been 
understood especially the learned theology, of which theologians are preferably given the name 
‘theologians’ (Quenst. I. c. Th. XVIII), and which in the narrowest sense is systematic or dogmatic 
theology. The question then arises whether a theology of this kind is necessary to the existence, 


or at least to the well-being (bene esse) of Christianity. For the affirmative answer, our 


theologians adduce, among other things, the following proofs. First, such a theology is described 
and demanded in Scripture. This is the reasoning from the words presupposed as synonyms of 
theology, e. g. Erkenntniss (yvwaus, éziyveoic), Luc. 1, 77. Col. 1, 9.; wisdom (co@ia), 1 Cor. 2, 
7. 12, 8.; godliness (eUoéBeia), 1 Tim. 3, 18., and knowledge of the truth to godliness. But these 
are not things which go beyond the general Christian state to a special class of godly scholars, 
but only synonyms of theology in the sense in which God gives them to every Christian desiring 
not only the clean milk, but the strong meat." P. 10: "What God, according to his good pleasure, 
gives to the church by his Word and Holy Spirit, we receive with thanksgiving, and highly praise 
it, and hold it up to its due. But there is a considerable difference between theology, even as so- 
called systematic, being really and fully recognized and understood as a gift of God, which he 
gives according to his good pleasure by word and Spirit according to Luther's method: through 
prayer, meditation, and contestation, and between that, that one speaks of a necessity of a 
learned, systematic theology par excellence, as of such a necessary thing, that without it so 
many highly significant gifts, such as wisdom (co@ia), do not even exist in full form. 


1) Milwaukee, Wis. Northwestern Publishing House. 48 pages strong. Price per volume $R1.00. 
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The reason for this is that theological theology is not a matter of theology, but of theological 
theology, which is a matter of theology. The preceding mention and evaluation of various 
justifications presented by our dogmatists for the necessity of learned, systematic theology may 
well justify calling out to many theologians of today: Be sober! Almost forty years ago, Dr. Walther 
already lamented how the true biblical concept of theology, that it is precisely a God-given 
habitus, has been almost completely lost. It is even more so today. The ecclesiastical world is 
echoing with the cry: system and science! And more and more one hears with astonishment what 
an importance and efficiency beyond all measure today's theologians ascribe to themselves. 
There is still a modest theological consciousness among those who consider it their task to bring 
out the system supposedly hidden in Scripture; for others want to bring in a system in the first 
place, since Scripture contains at most the beginnings of a systematic theology, not to speak of 
those who first want to help Christianity, yes, even Scripture, to right certainty. Science, theology 
as science, as spiritual science, offers itself as the savior of the church. In the struggles of the 
church, as it lets itself be heard, it is not helpful simply to stand by the Scriptures as the inspired 
word of God, and thus at the same time to seize the one weapon that is powerful to secure the 
church against all attempts. No! Theology as a science is the saviour. It is in possession of the 
art which is still able, for instance, to create a balance and mediation for the Church with the 
opposites which come out from without against her faith, and above all to mediate inwardly 
between the different statements of Scripture for the satisfaction of the understanding of faith, so 
that it is not burdened with something which it cannot bear." In the second part of this article it is 
then particularly emphasized that God gives theology "by the Word and by enlightenment of the 
Spirit from the Word and from the Word alone." "And therein" - it continues, p. 13 f. - "lie the 
following requirements of God for theology, especially for systematic theology, with which we are 
particularly concerned: That all the articles of faith be set forth according to Scripture. ... That 


every article be taken from the sayings which deal with it, from the sedes classicae.... That the 


article of faith be taken whole, as it is presented in the doctrinal passages (Ssedes). ... An article 
of faith must be taken from its doctrinal passages in the right limitation. ... An article of faith must 
be placed in the position of the members belonging to it exactly as its doctrines clearly indicate. 
... An article of faith must be defined in the way its doctrinal points give it, and it must be sharply 
delimited from others." - From what has been said it is sufficiently evident that the "Theologische 
Quartalschrift" stands up as clearly and skilfully as it does firmly and energetically for the truly 
Christian and Lutheran theology. Such publications, however, are rare in the country, and 
therefore cannot be highly enough esteemed and fteudigly enough welcomed. F.B. 

Cur alii prae aliis? The "Church Gazette" of the lowa Synod writes on April 2: "One day 
in the anatomy department, as the famous Dutch physician Boerhave was about to open the 
body of an executed malefactor before his students, he suddenly turned pale and began to 
tremble. The students looked at him questioningly, for they knew only too well that their professor 
was not excessively soft. Oh, gentlemen," said Boerhave, "I have spent my youth with this man. 
Now | am the honoured Boerhave, and he lies here. Let 
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You let me pronounce it to you that | know not a single reason, except the grace of God, why | 
do not lie here in his place!" If Boerhave had been a synergist, he would have had to explain 
something like this to his students: Here you see how small causes can have great effects. This 
malefactor, whose corpse we now secir, and | have enjoyed the same grace of God. And that | 
am not now lying in his place, | owe solely to a very small circumstance, which one could call a 


negativum rather than a positivum quid, namely, that | have not, like this one, wilfully resisted 


the grace of God. This aliqua actio dissimilis is the last reason why | am now the "honored 
Boerhave," while this one is an executed malefactor. 
F.B. 

The Free Conference in Detroit. At the free conference held in Milwaukee last September 
by members of various synods of Lutheran name, when the Scripture doctrine of election by 
grace was being discussed, a dissent had arisen on the principle of Scripture interpretation, on 
the nature and meaning of the so-called analogia fidei, and it was agreed that at the next 
conference this difference should first be discussed further. This has now been done. The third 
of these free Conferences met in Detroit from April 6 to 8. A committee appointed in Milwaukee 
had in the meantime held consultations in Chicago in December of last year, and then in Detroit 
on April 5, without reaching agreement, and now made the proposal to the plenum of the 
Conference to discuss the two questions: 1. What is the analogy of faith? 2. how is this analogy 
of faith to be used? The following two-day disputation was linked to this. It was a question, then, 


of the principles of the interpretation of Scripture, and in general of the use of Scripture as norma 


docendi. We can only sketch the doctrinal position of both parties, as it was announced in various 
and also rather long speeches, here in a few short sentences. The representatives of the Ohio 
and lowa Synods stated something like the following: The Holy Scriptures are the only source of 
Christian doctrine. The particular articles of faith are to be gathered from the clear passages of 
Scripture dealing with the matter in question, as the proper seats of doctrine. But the Christian 
doctrines form a harmonious whole or system recognizable to the Christian, especially to the 
theologian. This whole is composed of the perfectly clear passages of Scripture. And this organic 
whole, as the highest standard of Scripture interpretation, and of doctrine in general, stands 
above parallelism or comparison of Scripture passages dealing with the same doctrine; in other 
words, it forms the analogy of faith by which every Scripture interpretation and doctrine must be 
measured. Especially when, in otherwise clear parallel passages dealing with a certain doctrine, 
expressions or sentences are found which may be interpreted differently, or are in fact interpreted 
differently, this highest standard must decide which is the right interpretation. Only then is an 
interpretation of Scripture, a statement of doctrine, correct, if it is in harmony with the whole 
teaching of the Gospel, especially with the fundamental doctrines of it, which are well known to 
every Christian. From the scriptural passages, for instance, which speak of the election of grace, 
it cannot be proved with full evidence what the relation of faith is to the eternal election of God. 
So here we must consult the whole body of doctrine, and especially the fundamental doctrines 
of Scripture, such as that of the general will of salvation, and of justification by faith, and see what 
position faith occupies in them. From this it is evident that God has chosen us for the merit of 
Christ, or, to put it briefly, in view of faith. 
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One speaker went so far as to declare that even such clear passages as Joh. 3, 16. only received 
their full light from other passages. From Joh. 3, 16. alone one could not discern what kind of 
world God loved, namely a sinful world; Joh. 3, 16. said nothing about the incarnation of the Son 
of God and the nature of redemption; from Joh. 3, 16. it could not be determined what faith was, 
whether a Christian virtue or the grasping of the merit of Christ. All this becomes clear only when 
other passages of Scripture and the whole of Scripture are taken into account. Another speaker, 
an old opponent of the Synodal Conference, also brought the doctrine of conversion into the 
discussion, confessing in optima forma his synergism, and, according to the manner of the newer 
theologians, that through God's grace the lost freedom of choice is first restored in all who hear 
the gospel, and then man, that is, the natural, still unconverted man, can make use of this freedom 
on both sides and choose at his own free discretion between death and life, deciding whether he 
will be helped or reject God's help. What the representatives of the Synodal Conference said 
about this question can be summed up as follows: What is called the analogy of faith, or the 


norma docendi, is the scriptura clara, or, as it is called in the Apology, scripturae clarae et 
perspicuae, the sum of the clear distinct passages of Scripture. We draw the individual articles of 
faith and doctrines, and that exclusively, from those clear scriptural statements which deal with 


the very thing which forms the content of the article of faith in question, the sedes doctrinae. The 
doctrine of the election of grace, for instance, we take from the scriptural passages which speak 
of the eternal election and ordinance of God, and indeed we take all these scriptural passages 
together, that we may get the right conception of election, but we do not add any other scriptural 
passage, no scriptural passage which does not deal with election, lest we blur, obscure, and 
pervert the scriptural conception of election. It is true that there is a connection between all the 
doctrines of Scripture; one does not contradict the other. And therefore every doctrinal statement 
is false which contradicts any clear word of Scripture. But we can recognize this connection only 
so far as Scripture itself expressly shows it. And this is the case to a very small extent. For our 
respective knowledge the Canon applies, "We know it piecemeal," éx. Uépovc yivwoxouev. 1 Cor. 
13, 9. And therefore we can and ought to know the various 

The doctrines of the Scriptures, such as the doctrine of the general will of grace, and the doctrine 
of election by grace, do not comport with our reason, either natural or enlightened. From the 
fundamental doctrines, well known to all Christians, of the general will of salvation, of general 
redemption, we see at once that the Calvinistic doctrine of predestination is wrong. But these very 
fundamental doctrines do not give us the slightest light as to how predestination is in reality. The 
Fundamental Article of Justification by Faith tells us not a word, not a syllable, about the position 
of faith in the election, whether we are elected in respect of faith or to faith. We learn this merely 
from the passages of Scripture which deal with election. In the scriptural doctrine of election we 
find expressions and terms which we find in other doctrinal articles, such as "in Christ," "by grace." 
But what constitutes the doctrine of election, the essence of this doctrine, we know only from the 


sedes doctrinae de electione. There is nothing to be gained by saying that every doctrine must 


be considered not only according to the sedes doctrinae, but also and above all according to the 
whole of Scripture, according to the whole of doctrine, according to the context. 


176Ecclesiastical contemporary history 


as the highest standard must be judged and measured. The whole, after all, consists only of the 
individual parts. Thus, the only reasonable opinion and demand is that every doctrine be judged 
not only by the sedes doctrinae, but also by all other scriptural statements that do not deal with 
this doctrine. But this is just the wicked thing that Luther advanced to Erasmus and Zwingli, that 
they always sought to prove their opinion by such scriptural passages as did not serve the cause 
at all. The inventor of this method of using Scripture is the one who once called upon the Lord to 
leap down from the pinnacle of the temple, citing a Psalm passage that did nothing at all to the 
matter. If | draw the conclusion from the correct, scriptural sentence: | have been justified by faith 
or in view of faith: Therefore | am also chosen in view of faith, this latter proposition is not a 
Scriptural word, but a quite arbitrary inference, my own self-inflicted achievement. Under the 
name of "analogy of faith," "scriptural wholeness," "harmony," etc., that side actually introduces 
its own wisdom, human wit, a rationalistic principle into the interpretation of Scripture, into 
theology. Luther once wrote, against Carlstadt: "To want to interpret clear and certain passages 
by comparison with others, that is to mock the truth in an unworthy manner and to bring clouds 
into the light. Likewise, if one wanted to interpret all passages by comparing them with others, 
this would mean throwing the whole of Scripture together in an infinite and uncertain desolate 
heap." (St. L. ed. XX, 327.) On the last day of the conference it was still debated whether it was 
advisable to continue these free conferences, since so far no result had been obtained. Some of 
those present expressed doubts as to whether such large conferences were the most suitable 
means of bringing about an understanding, if such an understanding was still possible at all. 
Others, on the other hand, testified that negotiations on such important questions of faith were 
always a blessing and that they had learned many things from them, and so it was decided to 
hold a conference in Fort Wayne in the late summer of next year and to consider there the 
Scriptural doctrine of the election of grace. A proposal to begin and end the meetings with prayer 
was dropped when members of the Synodal Conference pointed out that each participant 
certainly prayed for himself in silence, but that public, common prayer was a sign and part of the 
church fellowship and would create the false appearance that all those gathered were united in 
spirit and faith and that the existing doctrinal differences had no further special significance. 
About 500 people attended the average Conference meeting in Detroit, including quite a number 
of teachers and church members. The list of conference attendees showed 305 names of 
pastors, resp. Professors, namely, 124 from the Missouri Synod, 10 from the Wisconsin Synod, 
3 from the Minnesota Synod, 4 from the Michigan District Synod, 6 from the English Synod of 
Missouri, 1 from the Norwegian Synod (these the members of the Synodal Conference), - 97 
from the Ohio Synod, 23 from the lowa Synod, 18 from the Michigan Synod, 3 from the Buffalo 
Synod, 1 from the United Norwegian Synod, 10 from the General Convention, 5 from the General 
Synod. G. St. 

Third General Lutheran Conference. At Pittsburg, Pa. from April 5 to 7, representatives 
of the General Council, the General Synod, and the United Synod of the South held the "Third 
General Conference." The unity which the Conference seeks to establish was anticipated 
unionistically by a common worship service. The indifferentist character of this meeting was also 
immediately apparent in Dr. Jacobs' address. According to the "Lutherischen Kirchenblatt" of 
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According to Reading, the same said: "Our aim is not church union, but church unity; not to 
arrange plans by which the Lutherans of America may be absorbed into one general 
organization, but to learn to understand one another; not to reopen past controversies and to 
contend as theological gladiators until one or the other side acknowledges itself vanquished, 
but to calmly and dispassionately treat of the great underlying principles that are included in 
our common confession. Our aim is to tell each other precisely where we stand and the 


reasons that determine our position." The differences were not to be discussed and raised at 
this conference, but were to be concealed and circumvented. The above-mentioned 
"Kirchenblatt" of April 2 writes: "It is often regretted that all points of difference are being skirted 
around with great caution. When attempts are made to reach agreement, one should discuss the 
points of separation as Luther and Zwingli did in Marburg. When the General Council once came 
into being, the four points were on the agenda. Some of our Lutherans put sect preachers in the 
pulpit and let them preach Sabbath sanctification and temperance issues to the Lutherans, 
proving that these ‘brethren’ are much closer to them than their ‘brothers in the faith'. And are 
they not even allowed to touch on this? It is not done in their own synods; should it not be done 
in a free conference?" The "Lutheran Herald" of March 19 expresses a similar opinion: "We would 
have liked to have seen other subjects, which would have dealt more with the differences existing 
among us in the East, placed on the program. It is necessary that we again become clear about 
our position on the Confession, on the false-believing church fellowships, on the pulpit and 
communion question, on the secret societies, etc. Again and again we have to hear about 
violations of the Confession. Again and again one must hear of violations of sound ecclesiastical 
practice, not only within the General Synod, but also on the part of those from whom one 
reasonably expects something better. The case in Irwin, Pa. comes to mind. Such cases are 
reproached to us by those who are always tinkering with the Concil. They hurt one and hurt the 
Concil. We have no propositions to make, and the men who drew up the program certainly had 
their good reasons in choosing chiefly, nay, almost exclusively, such subjects as it may be 
presumed will bring few points of difference to light in their discussion. Whether this is the best 
way to reach an understanding remains a question. What would it be like if, at a conference, only 
one subject were taken up, and that such a subject, in the discussion of which it would and must 
soon become apparent who is a Lutheran by conviction and who is not?" According to the 


Lutheran Observer of April 22, Father Turkle in Pittsburg stated, "I am convinced that there are 
individuals in any one body who are farther apart from one another than the bodies themselves 
are from one another." And in the Lutheran World of April 21, a reporter wrote: "Why, we even 
found one or two of the brethren of the Council too liberal for us-us, who had been posing as 
a paragon of liberality. So that we actually felt in conscience bound to call a halt, to inquire 
whither they were running to.... Yet in all this we have heard no whisper that any of these 
bodies have proposed to make any change in their confessional position." Unionism was the 
signature of the Pittsburg meeting. According to the report in the Lutheran World, the following 
items came up for discussion: 1. The attitude of the Lutheran Church toward the Holy 
Scriptures. 2. How to reach unchurched Lutherans. 3. what is the center of the Lutheran 


system? 4. the problem of faith and free-will. 5. what progress has been made toward bringing 
12. 
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ing the Lutherans of this country to an understanding of each other? 6. The privileges and 
responsibilities of the Lutheran Church in America. 7. centralization of church power. 8. the 
adaptability of Lutheranism to changing conditions. 9. the inner Christian life. 10. the 
problems of our Lutheran Church in America (Scandinavian, German, English). 11. 
Problems of the General Synod, of the General Council, and of the United Synod of the 
South.-According to the reports of the World and the Lutheran, the verbal inspiration has been 
all but abandoned. The "Lut-iera" of April 14 writes: "The question that is still to be settled is: 
what is verbal inspiration, and in what sense should faith in it be declared? " According to the 
same paper, Dr. Haas in Pittsburg declared, "The Scripture to be the rule and standard must 
be pure, true, faultless. But of necessity this infallibility must be in that wherein the Scriptures 
are normative, viz., the saving truth. This was the attitude of Luther, and only in antithesis to 
the Boman position did the later theologians misstate infallibility. The spiritually infallible 
authority must lead to the acceptance of inspiration. In it is most important the 
communicating power and communicated truth of the Holy Spirit. It is verbal as far as the 
real condition of the Bible warrants.” Dr. Horn stated, "It seems to me that the removal of the 
doctrine of verbal inspiration as usually held is the best means of establishing the true 
doctrine of inspiration. ... In some places [of Scripture] verbal inspiration is expressly 
claimed, in others just as expressly denied. Our time is calling for investigation of the origins 
of Christianity. Criticism is no unmixed evil." Thus, the Scripture-defying, un-Lutheran, and 


nonsensical doctrine of the Lutheran Church Review, that Scripture is literally inspired where it 
presents doctrines of faith and life, but not in all other things, was also held in Pittsburg. (See 
"Lehre u. Wehre," pp. 39 and 85 f.) The result of the papers of both Dr. Haas and Dr. Morehead, 
according to Dr. Nicum's report in the "Lutheran Herald" of April 23, was: "Verbal inspiration 
could not be held to." Dr. Nicum seems to have been the only one who advocated verbal 
inspiration. In his report he says: "Schreiber this regretted that one wanted to give up the verbal 
inspiration. Luther should not be cited as a warrant. His position was a peculiar one. For him, 
the Scriptures and the unquestionable Word of God were what testified to the Lord Jesus. 
Anything that did not glorify the Lord, but reduced his merit, Luther considered to be a straw. 


Luther, however, held fast to the verbal inspiration. In Marburg he had written the "esti," which 
neither he nor Zwingli understood, on the table before him, with the remark, "Thus it is written. 
The verbal inspiration is also evident from the fact that in the Holy Scriptures very special words 
and expressions are chosen by the Holy Spirit, which have a very definite meaning and often a 
completely new meaning. This is especially the case in the Greek New Testament. In the 
Lutheran Church the Scriptures, although nothing (?) is said about them in the Confessions, 
have always been regarded as literally inspired by the Holy Spirit. And even if this should not be 
so, if those who hold to the verbal inspiration were in error, then one would rather err in this 
respect than in that one had given away something of God's word. It was replied that it could not 
be denied that, in consequence of copying, false translating, etc., errors had been introduced 
into Scripture. errors had been introduced into the Scriptures. One could not say that translations 
like the Septuagint were inspired. And it was precisely from this free translation of the Hebrew 
into the Greek that the Lord and the apostles had obtained productive 
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Use made in the New Testament. To this Schreiber replied that no one claimed that copies and 
translations were literally inspired, especially since there were many small spelling mistakes, 
human errors, and even interpolations; but in spite of all these, however many they were found, 
the most subordinate part of the doctrine of salvation was not remotely affected by them. But we 
must hold to the fact that the original text, as written by the men of God at the instigation and 
under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, is literally inspired. Not only the thoughts, but the sentences 
in which the thoughts are contained, and the words of which the sentences are composed, are 
of divine origin. If you give out the verbal inspiration, where do you get? What would then be left 
of God's word at all, which, according to the subjective opinion of the individual, could not be 
interpreted in this or that way? While translations are not inspired, and therefore also not the 
Septuagint, in spite of Augustine and his comrades in spirit, yet the parts of the Septuagint, 
however freely they may translate the Hebrew, which were cited by the Lord Jesus or the apostles 
in the New Testament, are literally inspired, precisely because they were used by the Lord and 


the apostles. - The position of the Joint Synod (Ohio), unless carefully guarded, might lead to 
semi-pelagianism. The discussion brought out the opinion that there is truth on both sides 
(Missouri and Ohio) of the controversy" In what the truth, which Ohio asserts to Missouri, shall 
consist, is not said. Dr. Hay pointed out, "Fallen man is possessed of free will only with regard 


to that which is beneath, not toward God." Such, however, was Luther's teaching; and he who 


is in earnest about it must decide for Missouri and against Ohio in the matter of conversion and 
election of grace. But this is precisely what the Unionist Synods assembled in Pittsburg principally 


do not want. The Lutheran writes: "Between the ‘Ohio’ and the 'Missouri' theologians (in Detroit) 
was the extra-confessional question of predestination; but there was little disposition at the 


Pittsburg Conference to draw lines of division outside of the Confessions." In other words: In 
the Conciliar, everyone can teach what he wants about the election of grace. By the way, the 
Lutheran does not seem to know that the whole eleventh article of the Formula of Concord, in the 


Epitome as well as in the Solida Declaratio, is about the election of grace! - Dr. Greiner 
advocated concentration of church power on the following "theological" grounds: "To centralize 
a governing power, that is, to take it from the many and to give it to the one or few, harmonizes 
with the instincts of our nature. The history of events suggests centralized power. Strong 
movements that have prevailed have been conducted usually by the power centered in one or 
a few leaders. This has also been true of extensive religious movements. By centralizing the 
power of the Church according to a sound business principle, efficiency will be increased, 
and the expense and machinery of work may be lessened and harmonious action prevail. 
Where there is much power there is less opportunity for dissen- alone. " To this Dr. Wagner 


remarked, "The centralization of Church power ultimately leads to the autocracy of popes.” 
The Conciliar seems to have no lack of people who would like to be such popes. In negotiating 
the problems to be solved by the various Synods, Dr. Wolf declared, "To be Lutheran and to be 
American, that is the problem of the General Synod. If Dr. Wolf meant to say by this that the 


General Synod has not solved these problems to date, and, if it persists in its present method of 
reckoning, in ab- 
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If he thinks that the Synod of the South will not be solved in the foreseeable future, he has hit 
the nail on the head. Nor would it have been a false generalization if he had extended his saying 
at the same time to the Conciliar and the United Synod of the South. F. B. 

There is at present an eager discussion in Presbyterian periodicals of the proposed union 
with the Cumberland Presbyterians. The Princeton Theological Review and The Presbyterian of 
Philadelphia have declared themselves against union. Both papers urge two main reasons: 1. 
the insufficient training of preachers among the Cumberland Presbyterians, and 2. the fact that 
the Calvinism of the Presbyterians and the Arminianism of the Cumberland Presbyterians are 
opposed to each other like yes and no. In this connection, of course, the aforementioned 
Presbyterians have not yet expressed their opposition. In this, of course, the above-mentioned 
papers conceal a fact which breaks the point of their argument, namely, that there are already 
more Arminians among the "Presbyterians" than all the Cumberland Presbyterians put together. 
The Unionism which Warfield, Hodge, and others oppose in the proposed union has rightly 


existed for years, and has received the placet of the General Assembly by the revision of the 
Westminster Confession in 1902 and 1903. Dr. Coyle, the Moderator of the Los Angeles 
General Assembly of 1903, has therefore also condemned the struggle of the Presbyterian and 
the Princeton Theological Review as “wretched pettifogging," and publicly declared: "Men are 
quibbling to-day in some of our Church papers about whether election precedes faith, or faith 
precedes election, and are lifting up this momentous question as a reason why we should be 


very shy of union with our Cumberland brethren." The doctrines which caused the Cumberland 
Presbyterians to separate from the Presbyterians at the beginning of the last century, according 
to the Princeton Theological Review, are as follows: "A. With respect to the decrees of God, the 


element of certainty is largely eliminated. God simply determines what He Himself will do, 
what He will require His creatures to do, and what He will do in the contingency of obedience 
or disobedience. B. Election is on the foresight of repentance and faith. C. The object of the death 
of Christ is not, as in our Confession, to make salvation possible for all men and certain for 
the elect; but Christ is represented as having died for all men, and in the same sense. D. The 
distinction between common grace and effectual calling is obliterated; and the Holy Spirit is said 
to be given with the same intent to every man. E. Conversion is described after the Arminian 
manner; the regeneration of the sinner being accomplished by human efficiency, stimulated 
to action by a divine influence enjoyed by the subject thereof in common with all men." (P. 
292.) Dr. Miller is the chief theologian of the Cumberland Presbyterians. From his "Commentary 
on the Confession," The Presbyterian, April 6, cites, among many other passages, the following: 
"Among the Arminians or Remonstrants the tenet of the universality of redemption is held 
side by side with that of the human will to cooperate with divine grace, both positions being 
firmly taken by distinguished Anglicans like Jeremy Taylor, Isaac Barrow. Richard Baxter 
himself, strict Puritan in other respects, has strong leanings this way. On this broad, solid, 
and, as we must believe it, Scriptural 'medium ground' in theology, in company with Taylor 
and Barrow and Baxter, of England, stand Donnel and Bird and Beard and other men of 
cherished memory in the Cumberland Presbyterian Church. Cumberland Presbyterians not 
only preach a Gospel designed for all men, but believe that they preach to men who have 
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the power to accept this Gospel by exercise of the ability that is in them to will to turn away 
from sin, to accept Christ as their Savior, and to keep the commandments of God." To this 


gross Arminianism, the Presbyterian and Princeton Review advocates strict Calvinism, with its 
denial of universal love, universal redemption, and universal efficacious grace, and with its 


assertion of absolute election, detached from Christ and his redemption, of electio gemina to 
damnation as well as to blessedness, and of the irresistible operation of God's grace. The 


AssbUte“a" of April 6 writes (to single out just this One passage): "As the Confession says, It is 
‘for their sin' that all who are not saved are ‘ordained to dishonor and wrath.' This does not, 
however, go to the bottom of the matter. The ground of condemnation is not the reason for 
preterition. That men are and can be punished only for their sins and on account of them, 
does not answer the question at all, the question why this particular sinner is passed over in 
the bestowal of the grace and pardon which could and would have delivered him from both 
the guilt and the power of sin. The answer of the Confession, as it is also of God, is that ‘it is 
not of him that willeth, nor of him that runneth, but of God that hath mercy.' That is, the 
ultimate reason why one impenitent person is saved while another is lost is in God's purpose. 
Though His wish is that all should be saved, no one can be saved except by His grace, and 
for secret but absolutely righteous reasons, He has not determined to give His grace efficaciously 


to all." According to Scripture, the damned must confess: God has willed to make us blessed, 
but we have not willed. But according to the doctrine of Calvinistic Presbyterians, the reprobate 
may say, We are in hell because God has denied us His grace, and has not willed to make us 
blessed. Arminians and Calvinists, however, stand opposite to each other like Yes and No. And 
yet both are in complete agreement in the principle of theology. Both are rationalists. They take 
their doctrines not from Scripture, but from reason. The Arminians infer from the fact that God's 
grace is universal, the co-operation of man in his conversion and blessedness. And the 
Calvinists infer the particularity of grace from the fact that God alone converts and saves man. 
Both of them obtain their false doctrines by rationalistic reasoning. But if the method and 
principle which the Arminian and Calvinistic Presbyterians alike apply is correct, then both 
parties are essentially right, the Calvinists with their yes and the Arminians with their no. And 
the Calvinistic Presbyterians have no reason why they should not acknowledge the Arminian 
Presbyterians. What they do themselves, they must not condemn in others. If we Missourians 
were rationalistic Calvinists, as the Ohioans claim, we would not hesitate for a moment to enter 
into communion of faith with our synergistic or Arminian opponents. In principle, after all, we 
would then be in agreement with them, and only in some human conclusions would we differ 
from them. Only then has a church the right and duty to insist that its doctrine be fully recognized 
and that not an iota be forgiven it by unionism, if it bases all its doctrines not on conclusions but 
solely on the clear Word of God. Only then, when he has a clear word of God for every doctrine, 
can the Christian be sure that his doctrine is divine truth, which he must not deny unionistically 
at any price. But a doctrine which is gained by mere inference lacks the divine character, nor 
does it bind the conscience. In the conscience, only a doctrine that is not a doctrine 
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Doctrine that has a clear word of God for it. The presumptuous authority of a humanly inferred 
doctrine vanishes the moment it becomes clear to the Christian that it is a mere human inference 
for which there is no clear word of God. We are not at all surprised, therefore, when Dr. Coyle 


calls the present struggle among "Presbyterians" "wretched pettifogging. He feels that on both 
sides it is not a question of God's clear word, but of human conclusions. F. B. 


"Prohibition of divorce in the Protestant Church.” This is the goal which the 
Episcopalians have set for themselves. At their instigation a meeting was held in New York 
towards the end of March, in which representatives of 12 different Protestant denominations 


took part. The Lutheran General Synod was represented by Dr. Wolf. Resolved, "That in 
recognition of the comity which should exist between Christian churches, it is desirable and 
would tend to an increase of the spirit of Christian unity for each church represented in the 
conference to advise, and, if ecclesiastical authority will allow, to enjoin, its ministers to 
refuse to unite in marriage any person whose marriage such ministers have good reason to 
believe is forbidden by the laws of the church in which either party seeking to be married 


holds membership." This resolution is based on the immoral imputation that a preacher in his 
practice is not guided by the clear word of God and his own conscience, but by the conscience 


of others in the interest of a unionist "comity". Only one voted "no." Was that Dr. Wolf? 
Episcopalians refer to all marriages of divorcees (for whatever reason) as "SUCCeSSIVe 
polygamy." In their bigotry, they are also not afraid to lay their hands on the Bible and call Matt. 
19:9. a distorted and false account of JEsu's words. The Churchman of April 9, in an exegesis of 
the striking passages of Scripture, writes: "We are therefore thrown back upon the further 
question as to the origin of this mild traditional saying (Matt. 19. 9). Was it spoken by Christ 
Himself, either in the Sermon on the Mount or on some other occasion, or is it due either to 
the Jewish Christian element in the Church which found it difficult to reconcile Christ's 
teaching as recorded by St. Mark with the inspired Law, or to a feeling that divorce for 
adultery is a necessary accommodation, not only to pre-Christian, but to any known form of 
human society which is not purely spiritual? It is perhaps impossible to answer this question 
with any certainty. But if Christ's teaching be accurately recorded by St. Mark, it seems on 
the whole unlikely that He should on any other occasion have sanctioned an exception to the 
inviolability of the marriage bond which He there declares to be a departure from the original 


purpose of God in creation." The teaching of the Papists and Episcopalians on divorce and the 


marriage of divorcees can only be upheld by erasing a clear word of God from the Bible. 
F. B. 


In Galt Lake City, the Mormons held their 74th annual convention on April 6. Before an 
audience of 5 to 6 thousand, President Smith made a double solemn declaration: 1. "That no 
polygamous marriages had been solemnized with the sanction, consent, or knowledge of the 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints since they were forbidden by President 
Woodruff, October 6, 1890"; 2. "That all such marriages are prohibited, and if any officer or 
member of the Church shall assume to solemnize or enter into any such marriage he shall be 
liable to excommunication." 
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ll. Abroad. 


“Lutherische Rundschau.” This is the title of a new "Monthly Bulletin for Truth, Justice 
and Freedom in the Lutheran Church in Germany", which Father W. Quistorp from 
Schwerinsburg in Western Pomerania will publish from April 1. In the invitation to subscribe, 
Father Quistorp writes: "A bold undertaking in view of the overabundance of journals, even of 
good church journals in Protestant Germany, and yet we want to dare it in the name of the Lord, 
to whom alone is due praise, honor and worship, and in whose honor every issue should go out. 
A new ecclesiastical journal must prove its right to exist and its necessity; if it does not fill a 
noticeable gap, it will gain no significance for the Church and will soon disappear again. Now, is 
there really a leaf missing in the present miserable plight of the Protestant Church of Germany, 
as it is caused by its inner disunity and difference of faith? A paper is missing which has the 
courage to clearly expose the true causes of the present misery of the Church and to call them 
by the right name, which calls upon all Protestant Christians who, in the theological and 
ecclesiastical turmoil of the time, have a longing for the true knowledge of Christ and the divinely 
ordained way to our salvation, to return repentantly to Luther's teaching and to the Lutheran 
confession. There is no paper which vigorously combats the modern development of doctrine in 
theology since Kant and Schleiermacher, the evolutionist method of ‘perpetuating’ church 
doctrine, as a satanic deception, and which in every way opposes the inexorable self- 
decomposition of evangelical doctrine and the evangelical church brought about by this quite 
unreasonable method. There is indeed no lack of papers which oppose the modern fight against 
the Holy Scriptures as the infallible Word of God with a joyful confession of the Scriptures literally 
given by the Holy Spirit, but it is necessary that they receive more and more comrades in arms, 
who defend the Holy Scriptures as the sole and infallible source of knowledge of the Church of 
Christ, so that the theologians and Christians who have fallen away from Scripture and 
confession may recognize that there are still more than seven thousand in Germany who have 
not and will not bend their knees before the modern Baal, called 'presuppositionless science’. 
What is lacking, at last, is a paper which powerfully emphasizes and represents the ecumenical 
nature of Lutheran doctrine and the Lutheran Church, which helps to initiate an inner 
understanding and a fraternal standing together of all true Lutherans, and which also has in 
view, as a further goal, an outward coming together and an organic union up to the formation of 
a German Lutheran Church. Thus the 'Lutherische Rundschau' pursues a twofold goal: to 
combat all lukewarmness, half-heartedness and indecision among the Lutherans without regard 
to the person, to strengthen the courage of the despondent, to help deepen their life of faith, to 
fortify them in pure doctrine and to point them incessantly to the root of their strength, daily 
repentance. Secondly, the "Lutherische Rundschau" is to fight for the unique and indisputable 
right of Lutheran doctrine and the Lutheran Church, whose members are found not only in the 
Lutheran regional and free churches, but also in the so-called unchurched regional churches, 
against all powers of darkness with the weapons of light, without fear and complacency. It is to 
support all efforts which aim at the outward and inward strengthening of the Kingdom of God in 
a biblical Lutheran sense, and in this way contribute to the glorification of Christ in these dark 
times of unbelief and false faith, and to the manifestation of His victorious power to many for 
their salvation." - Among the topics which are in prospect for the next numbers are the following 
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The following questions are among those included in the list: "What is our attitude toward the 
‘Union of the Protestant Churches of Germany'? Why is Lutheranism the firmest stronghold in 
the intellectual struggles of the present? Does Schleiermacher deserve the name ‘church father 
of the nineteenth century’? The basic lines of church discipline in the biblical Lutheran sense. 
Why are we Lutherans not afraid of modern theology and biblical criticism, but sing defiantly: 
‘Let the word stand and have no thanks for it'?" - Father Quistorp will only be able to carry out 
his program if he includes in it the relentless fight against all and any unionism, which he does 
not seem to have the courage to do. F. B. 

On the question of the single cup in the Lord's Supper in the Swedish church, the 
"Luthardtsche K.-Z." writes: "As a result of a motion in the Diet in 1903, the Diet decided to 
submit a petition to the government to the effect that His Majesty the King would like to make 
inquiries as to whether the hitherto customary use of the distribution of wine in the Lord's Supper 
posed a danger of infection, and that appropriate measures might be taken. The government 
instructed the Medicinal College, the highest Swedish authority in health matters, to comment 
on this petition. As a result, the Medicinal College demanded an expert opinion from the hospitals 
for epidemics and asked all physicians in the country to report whether there was already a 
suspicion in their practice that the common communion cup was transmitting infections. The 
material received was processed by the Medicinal College. The hospitals for epidemics had 
stated that 134,952 cases of diphtheritis had come for treatment in the last ten years. But in spite 
of accurate records of each case, the physicians declared that not a single one was suspected 
to be contagion from the communion cup. Nor did the other physicians of the country know of 
any case of this kind. From this the Medicinal College concluded that not a single one of the 
physicians now living in Sweden had made any observation that gave cause for concern. At the 
same time, the Medicinal College went through the other infectious diseases that occur, such as 
tuberculosis, influenza, syphilis, etc., and came to the same conclusion with regard to these. The 
Collegium has also searched the relevant foreign literature, but has not been able to discover a 
single case in which the common communion cup could be assumed to be the cause of an 
infection. Of particular interest is the report of the Medicinalcollegium on the dispute between 
Prof. Gruner in Jena and Hofrath Trolles in Breslau, which took place in the eighties of the 18th 
century in Germany. The former emphatically defended the existence of the danger of infection 
when using the common cup, but finally had to leave the field, as he was not able to provide any 
real proof. Concerning the transmission of influenza, the Medicinal College points out that this 
disease is more easily transmitted by coughing and sneezing than by the use of a common 
drinking vessel. If one wanted to combat this contagion effectively, this would have to be done 
by prohibiting church attendance and all traffic in general. With regard to tuberculosis, the expert 
opinion of Prof. Frankel in Halle is cited: 'Only in close and continued intercourse with the sick 
does transmission (of tuberculosis) take place’. The bacteriologist Dr. Sellander in Stockholm 
expresses himself in the same way. The Medicinal College concludes from this: 'One has 
therefore no right to assume that tuberculosis can be spread through the communal communion 
cup’. However, the College of Medicine does not want to deny the possibility of a transmission 
of the infection. 
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although any case has not yet become known. The Collegium thus sums up its opinion as follows: 
1. that not a single case of disease has ever been observed where it has been proved, or where 
there was even a reasonable suspicion, that the sick person had contracted the infection through 
the communion cup; 2. that several cases of infection have been found, based on the peculiarity 
of the most important infectious diseases and the manner of their occurrence. That several 
reasons, taken from the peculiarity of the principal infectious diseases and the manner of their 
occurrence, militate against the supposition that the mode of administering wine now in use at 
the supper should contribute in any perceptible manner to the spread of these diseases; but 3. 
That the possibility of the transmission of the disease agent in this manner cannot be denied.’ 
The Medicinal College finally expresses its opinion on the new method proposed to avoid the 
presumed danger. All the various precautionary measures for the common cup known to the 
Collegium are regarded by it as futile. The only way out would be to prescribe a special chalice 
for each communion guest. But since the Medicinal Collegium well realizes that regulations about 
this, as well as the proposal coming from the ultra-liberal side to give the communion guests a 
host dipped in wine, would cause much unrest and great reluctance in the congregations, where 
the great majority love to partake of the Lord's Supper in the traditional forms, the Collegium 
recommends that, if a change had to be made, each individual congregation should be left to 
decide on the form of the administration of the Lord's Supper. The opinion of the Collegium was 
forwarded to the consistories of the realm, whose response was demanded by the government. 
Those consistories whose opinions have become known up to now are opposed to any change 
in the manner of administering Holy Communion, for the reasons given by the Medicinal 
Collegium. The only measure proposed by these authorities was to request the clergy by circular 
letter to take care that all requirements of cleanliness in the use of the communion cup are met, 
which requirements have probably already been met by the clergy in general." In Germany it is 
primarily the liberal theologians who are speaking out in favor of the individual chalice. In Alsace 
the professors of Strasbourg have tried to force the single chalice upon the congregations. In 
Berlin, a meeting of members of the Nicolai congregation decided in January to purchase 30 to 
40 small chalices. The matter was suggested by Archdeacon Seydel for "health reasons". The 
"E. K. Z." remarks: "Painfully touching, however, must be a message that Father Seydel made: 
General Superintendent Dr. Faber agrees with his proposal. ... It must have an extremely 
embarrassing effect on all church circles that a General Superintendent of the Prussian State 
Church should support by his authority the agitation against an old Christian custom, which 
emanates from an unchurchly liberalism. The movement for the introduction of the single chalice 
is set in motion especially in the liberal 'Monatsschrift fur Gottesdienst und kirchliche Kunst'. The 
leader is the liberal professor of theology, Dr. Spitta, of Strasburg. Now that ecclesiastical 
liberalism can no longer adduce hygienic reasons against burial, it chooses a new field in which 
to make an advance, and here too it hangs a hygienic mantle." - What drives the liberals to this 
innovation is ostensibly the physical bacilli outside them, but in reality the bacilli and heresies in 
their heads. F. B. 

Of the Messianic interpretation of the Old Testament, the liberal "Christliche Welt" 
writes: "Old Christianity understood the relationship between the two Testaments largely as one 
of promise and fulfillment. The first 
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Christians, as we know, were particularly impressed by the fact that the Old Testament contained 
a whole system of God-given prophecies which found their literal fulfillment in the New 
Testament: a marvelous agreement which could only be understood from God's power, and by 
which the Old and New Covenants mutually authenticated each other as truth. The theologians 
of many generations have, even into the recent past, paid homage to this view, which has 
recently been called 'salvation-historical'. But since the awakening of modern biblical 
scholarship, 'historical-critical' research has endeavored to show the untenability of this view: we 
have learned that this view is often based on an allegorical explanation, which we refuse to 
accept; and it is repugnant to a sense directed toward the great to attach any special value at all 
to the coincidence of minor details in both Testaments. Thus, even if slowly and timidly, a 
modern, religious-historical view has taken its place beside this older view, according to which 
the hope of the prophets and psalmists is to be appreciated as an independent magnitude in the 
history of the religion of Israel: it is necessary to understand the images of hope, to penetrate 
the motives psychologically, to portray the course of the whole movement. The old contemplation 
appears to us, with all reverence be it said, only as a witty and pious game, undertaken with the 
means of a past science; the present endeavor, however, to grasp things historically and to 
understand them psychologically, is a serious, scientific work worthy of the modern researcher." 
Further, "One is wont to call this hope the 'Messianic' one; very wrongly, for the Messiah has in 
it by no means a central significance. It is true that in the Psalms we occasionally hear of a king 
on Zion, to whom Yahweh gives the honorary name of his Son and to whom he bestows world 
dominion; but usually the Psalms do not speak of such a human king, but proclaim the kingship 
of Yahweh himself. In the prophets, too, we can distinguish two directions, one of which does 
not speak of the 'Messiah' at all, while the other does speak of him, but without the 'Messiah' 
having that central place which the Christ occupies in the New Testament. It would therefore be 
desirable if the expression ‘Messianic hope’ were to disappear altogether from the usage of 
theologians as misleading." - When the liberals speak of "historical" interpretation, they 
understand by it every time "evolutionistic," "naturalistic" interpretation. They assume the dogma: 
Divine intervention in the course of the world does not exist. And their explanation of Scripture 
is carried out according to the maxim: In the Bible everything must be erased that cannot be 
explained and derived from natural causes. It would therefore be inconsistent for these 
dogmatists to leave real miracles and prophecies standing. F. B. 

“The German Protestant Church Committee met" - as reported in the "A. E. L. K." - "on 
February 18 and 19 in Dresden. On the first day the Committee elected as Chairman the 
President of the Evangelical Oberkirchenrath Voigts in Berlin and as his Deputy 
Oberconsistorialrath Dr. v. Kelber in Munich, both unanimously by acclamation. After the Vice- 
President, Freiherr von der Goltz, had presented a detailed report on the question of church care 
in the Diaspora, a discussion lasting several hours took place, which led in particular to the 
formation of commissions. The Committee was unanimous that in the repeal of § 2 of the Jesuit 
Law and in the acceptance of the Toleration Proposal an imminent danger for the Protestant 
Church and its interests was to be seen, and authorized its Chairman, in case of need, to take 
the necessary measures. 
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to take the appropriate steps in this direction". The "Freimund" comments on this: "At the time, 
many who were in favor of the merger, including a number of Bavarian diocesan synods, made 
reservations under which they agreed to the planned church committee. Now that it has been 
initiated, one may well ask what has become of these reservations? One of the reservations 
expressed by many sides, including pastor associations, was directed against the head of the 
church committee. But now the new Oberkirchenrathsprasident has been elected, who led a tight 
ecclesiastical regiment in Hanover. Furthermore, one declared oneself against Berlin as the seat 
of the church committee. Since the elected chairman has his official seat in Berlin, it is to be 
expected with all probability that the future meetings will not be held in Dresden, but in Berlin. 
Furthermore, guarantees were demanded for the undiminished maintenance of the Lutheran 
confession. In particular, the ecclesiastical right of the Lutherans in Prussia who were separated 
from the national church was to be recognized. Those who settled in Prussia from Lutheran 
regional churches should not be allowed to be seized by the Union. All these reservations have 
been tacitly passed over, and those who have made them submit to this fact just as tacitly." The 
second paragraph of the Jesuit Law has in the meantime been repealed by the Bundesrath, 
without even hearing the Church Committee. F.B. 

Communion wine. In response to a request by the Order of Good Templars for the use of 
so-called "non-alcoholic wine" as a substitute for real wine in the distribution of Holy Communion 
to members of the Order, the Oberkirchenrath in Mecklenburg-Schwerin decreed in a decree to 
the pastors that such a request was not to be granted. On the one hand, granting it to members 
of this order would grant them an unjustified special position in the Christian congregation and 
would imply an acknowledgement on the part of the church of its unobjectionable, extreme 
position with respect to the "alcoholic stage"; on the other hand, it would mean an impermissible 
deviation from the foundation and institution of the Lord, which is absolutely binding for the 
church. The Holy Scriptures understand by "wine" consistently fermented, thus also alcoholic 
grape juice, but the so-called "non-alcoholic wine" of the Good Templars no longer deserves this 
name in the sense of the Bible, even if it is a liquid obtained from grapes. Incidentally, the 
equalization of the consumption of wine in the Holy Communion with other alcoholic beverages 
is to be emphatically protested against. (A. E. L. K.) 

The "Evangelical Alliance", which since the repeal of the Jesuit Law has reaped a rich 
harvest (in a single city up to a hundred members in one day), was recently described by Father 
DroB in the name of the Berlin Pastors' Association as the "watchful eye, throbbing heart and 
armed hand" of German Protestantism, whom God had called "in the distress of the times" as 
"the watchman on the battlement". What kind of companions, however, lead the great word in 
this alliance, is evident from the "E. K. Z.," which thus writes: "Who are now the spokesmen in 
the Protestant alliance? There is the official organ, the 'Deutsch-evangelische Correspondenz,' 
which we have already repeatedly characterized. One of the main speakers is the Superintendent 
of Zwickau, Dr. Meyer, who even felt called upon to address an allocution to the whole German 
people at the last General Assembly of the Evangelical League; he is a representative of modern 
theology. Count Paul Hoensbroech, now editor of the liberal monthly 'Deutschland’, also occupies 
an important position in the League, a man who has already offered himself as a helper to Social 
Democracy in the struggle against 'Muckerthum'. This outstanding member 
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of the Evangelical Federation recently celebrated the well-known Ernst Hackel from Jenens as 
the patron saint in the fight against ultramontanism. At the Ernst Hackel celebration organized 
by the Giordano Bruno Association, Hoensbroech held the speech in which he said: "In contrast 
to Hackel, he stands on the basis of a Christian world view and a Christian view of nature. If he 
nevertheless came out to speak at Hackel's celebration, he could do so because he could hear 
in the sounds of the celebration that surrounded him the keynote that carried the mood of the 
celebration, that echoed in all of us, the booming major tone of spiritual freedom. The natural 
scientist and natural philosopher from Jenens was a man of intellectual freedom, which was for 
him an element of life, a light of life and a lust for life, for which he had fought in a hot endeavor 
to preserve it for the cultural life of our people, since he had recognized that only intellectual 
freedom made possible the ascent to higher levels of culture, that only it formed the means and 
the way to fully satisfy that which is common to all of us, the urge for knowledge, for truth. We 
live in an age that bears the stamp of mental oppression, in which formally organized battle 
armies are advancing to fight against freedom of the mind. The worst enemy of this freedom of 
the spirit was Rome, Papal Rome, Ultramontanism. Hackel, the man of intellectual freedom and 
intellectual hatred, had also fought against Ultramontanism. The best celebration of this great 
spirit is when everyone strives in his own way to do the same in the struggle for truth 

What Dr. Seeberg of Berlin sees as his task as a theologian, he says in the 
"Reformation" of April 3. He writes: "In every age the sons receive the inheritance of their fathers, 
but also of their grandfathers. The double inheritance can vote together and form a powerful 
unity. The third generation will then usually speak of its 'one-sidedness' and feel a dark urge to 
move beyond it. But this double inheritance can also be in sharp contrast to each other. The 
second generation rejoiced in this opposition, they had worked it out for themselves, it was their 
strength and pride. The third generation is overcome by this contrast, and involuntarily the 
attempt arises to balance inwardly what one inherits as a son and what one inherits as a 
grandson. After all, one has both in oneself, why should they not fit together? It is not possible 
to do it the way the grandfathers wanted, for that one is the son of the fathers. But the fathers 
have taken a position which exaggerates the contrast with the grandfathers; one feels that they 
too were right. One goes out from the heritage of the fathers, for one is educated in it, but one 
tries to draw the heritage of the grandfathers into that, for one still possesses it. One wants to 
have both, really and inwardly." - To impart the inheritance of the fathers and the grandfathers 
is not commanded of God to the grandchildren, but it is to preserve the faith which is once for 
all given to the saints in the holy Scriptures. We should and may hold fast the heritage of the 
fathers and grandfathers only when we have convinced ourselves that what they have left us 
are really Scriptural truths, as is the case with the Lutheran Confession. Theology is not 
grandfather, father, and grandson theology, but scriptural theology. F. B. 

The Protestant movement in Austria has also made progress in the past year. In the first 
half of 1903, according to official data, 2334 persons again converted from the Catholic to the 
Protestant Church, that is, 449 more than in the previous half-year. One may therefore assume 
that for the whole year there will be nearly 5000. Nine Protestant churches and one prayer hall 
were consecrated in the past year, ten churches are in the midst of construction, five 
congregations have begun construction in the past year, about four- 
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zig are planning one. Eight independent parishes have been established this year, and in thirty 
places the first Protestant service in centuries has been held. Since the beginning of the 
movement, 40,000 conversions have taken place, nearly 90 pastors and vicars have been 
employed, and over 60 churches have been built. 

The "Christliche Welt" thus concludes an article about Denifle's impious and 
mendacious writing against Luther: "Because of his book, a Catholic critic has placed Denifle 
in praise next to the Catholic scientific greats Mohler, Déllinger and Janssen. Mdhler we would 
like to exclude, he is too good for this society, but Janssen and Déllinger - of course only the 
author of the 'Resormation' - we allow. But we do not want to forget to include Denifle in the 
judgement of the painter Wilhelm Kaulbach on Déllinger's 'Reformation'. When Guido Gérres 
asked his friend Kaulbach about the impression Déllinger's book had on him, the artist replied 
that he had put his thoughts on paper in his own way. With this he gave Gorres a small drawing; 
on it Luther, Zwingli, and Calvin were represented riding together on a horse, but Déllinger ran 
after them with his hat to catch-what the horse dropped." 

What Reform Catholicism in Germany actually wants is stated by its leader, Dr. Josef 
Muller, in the "Renaissance", the organ of these reformers. He writes: "Of course, 'Reform 
Catholicism’ is not about changing the dogmatic foundations of the Catholic faith. Nor can the 
deeds and theories of a philosophical and historical character, which are logically related to the 
dogmas, be touched. However, a broader view of both the early church and modern culture may 
be considered urgently necessary for the educated Catholic, especially the theologian. To this 
belongs above all a thorough historical training. It is not sufficient for an understanding of the 
content of the faith if only the valid dogmas, the valid law are presented in an abstract scheme 
and discussed speculatively; the historical course of development must be discussed 
pragmatically, described in detail in its relation to surrounding, helpful as well as hostile 
tendencies, and processed in the history of religion. Materially, the field of knowledge must be 
expanded and increased in all disciplines of theology and philosophy through the incorporation 
of justified thoughts from the past and present; especially necessary is the study and discussion 
of modern epistemology, psychology and natural science, as well as a thorough knowledge of 
moral and religious philosophy and the newer methods. In moral theology, casuistry is to be 
limited in favor of the doctrine of principles, probabilism is to be condemned, and attention is to 
be paid to a higher seriousness and stricter attitude according to the spirit of the Bible and the 
great church teachers and saints, in contrast to a too external and juristic view. Canonics (the 
treatment of canon law) should keep away from extreme theories that violate the modern 
conscience, such as the killing of heretics, the power of the church, which not only encroaches 
upon the territory of the state, but also degrades the power of the state to the mere domain of 
the church, the right of revolution, and the like. The understanding of the Bible must also be 
promoted among the people by lectures and the recommendation of handy editions, and better 
attention must be paid to the cultivation of the spiritual life according to the example of the great 
mystics. In general, in the intercourse between higher and lower clergy, clergy and people, the 
spirit of winning love and brotherhood must take the place of authoritative consciousness and 
purely commanding status. 
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point. Here again the study of the Gospel and the apostolic letters is very instructive. Religious 
orders have not been common in the Church from the beginning, but they have their deep roots 
in the contemplative and ascetic spirit of the Gospel and are therefore to be considered and 
appreciated as a true outgrowth of Christianity. But since the idea of the order is the idea of 
higher perfection, a watchful eye must be directed all the more strictly to degenerations. Let the 
exception be made according to strict moral criteria, without regard to the need of the order; also 
a longer novitiate and above all a higher age (40 to 50 years) would be an urgent need, especially 
for the male orders. Interference in secular areas, especially in the political sphere, ousting of 
the universal clergy from influential positions and functions, annoying claiming and assertion of 
privileges, accumulation and acquisition of financial masses, impudence and arrogant attitudes 
should be prevented by all means, since experience has shown that it is precisely the attitude 
of the orders that causes the Church the most difficulties vis-a-vis the State. The universal cleric, 
too, should devote himself exclusively to his comprehensive and holy task, which requires a 
whole man, and above all avoid the great annoyance of political activity, which alienates so many 
hearts from the Church. Much closer to him is the pedagogical field, where his position is 
seriously threatened, indeed, in many cases already undermined. He should familiarize himself 
thoroughly, theoretically and practically, with the newer methods, not only in the catechetical, 
but also in the general scholastic field; practical cures and years of training in school keeping 
are to be recommended, so that the accusation of being a 'non-expert', which even the 
elementary school teacher dares to raise, will prove to be completely groundless. Pedagogical 
inspections and scholarchies are not to be practiced as subsidiary subjects, but are to be filled 
purely according to technical considerations, with the admission of lay concurrence. The district 
school inspector should always be a clergyman; it is contrary to the dignity of the theologian to 
have as his superior one who is not academically educated. The bishops may exert their 
influence on the governments in this sense. In the administration of the dioceses, the pastoral 
clergy, and not only the deans, should be granted an influence at least in an advisory capacity. 
An open discussion of pending questions would certainly be of benefit to the headship and would 
greatly promote the relationship of trust between bishop and clergy; this would also provide an 
outlet for the mood in the clergy and a paroli for the annoying anonymous arguments in the 
press, especially in the Old Catholic press. We dare not, however, in any way reclaim the 
extensive rights of the priests of the old Church in deciding and opting. It is very important that 
the fetters of ever-increasing paternalism, preventive censorship, rigorous treatment without 
regard to nobility of motive, should be removed from Catholic science, since the reputation and 
future of theology are at stake. Criticism and censorship should only be exercised by those who 
are equal to the author in scholarship; knowledge of the language in which the work is written, a 
thorough, coherent reading, and an unbiased, not too narrow-minded point of view are 
unconditional requirements of a censor. It is insulting to indicate a distinguished scholar (to put 
his works on the index of forbidden books) without having heard his interpretation. The recently 
tightened principles concerning the reading and acquisition of forbidden books urgently require 
mitigation in the interest of education and the church's reputation. Instead of the purely negative, 
the positive work, the authoritative refutation of modern errors should be the object of the 
congregations established for the purification of the faith. What 
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may be extended to all other areas of research. In the relationship between State and Church, 
between Catholicism and foreign confessions, may Jrenik triumph over quarrelsome polemics; 
may points of difference be resolved with calm and mildness. In the relationship between State 
and Church, between Catholicism and foreign confessions, may Jrenik triumph over contentious 
polemics; may points of difference be discussed with calm and mildness; in everything due 
account should be taken of modern sensibilities. Experience has shown that one-sided, harsh 
positions always work to the disadvantage of the Catholics, since they lack the power to bring 
their pretensions to practical fruition. Instead of the impotent weapon of verbal protest, may 
conciliation without abandonment of principles prevail everywhere and bring about an 
improvement in the depressed situation of Catholicism, as well as a greater joyfulness in the faith 
among the Catholics themselves!" ("Reformation" 1903, No. 52.) - According to this, Reform 
Catholicism does not want to fight the papist heresies, but only to give them a scientific coating 
and possibly to enrich them by several propositions of modern unbelief. F. B. 

How Pius X proves the Immaculate Conception of Mary from Scripture. The "E. K. Z." 
writes: "On the 50th anniversary of the declaration of the dogma of the Immaculate Conception 
of Mary, Pope Pius X issued a circular letter. It is interesting how the papal circular uses biblical 
passages to glorify Mary. Already Adam saw her in the distance as the tramp of the serpent's 
head, and at the sight of her he dried his tears over the curse that had struck him. Noe thought 
of her in the saving ark, and Abraham when he was stopped from sacrificing his son. Jacob saw 
it as the ladder on which the angels ascended and descended; Moses recognized it in the burning 
bush that did not burn; David greeted it when he sang and danced at the entrance of the ark; 
Elijah, at last, saw it in the cloud that rose out of the sea.' The boldest interpretation, however, 
should be of the passage Revelation 12:1 ff: A woman appeared in heaven, clothed with the sun, 
with the moon at her feet, and on her head a crown of twelve stars. Now everyone knows that 
this woman means none other than Mary, who, as an intact virgin, gave birth to Christ, our Head. 
And the woman, the apostle continues, was of blessed body, and cried out in travail, and was in 
torment to give birth. So the apostle saw the holy Mother of God, although she was already 
blessed in heaven, still suffering from "mysterious" birth pangs. What kind of birth was that? It is 
our birth, which we, held back in earthly exile, have yet to be born to the perfect love of God and 
to eternal bliss. But her birth pangs signify the love and zeal with which the virgin dew watches 
on the throne of heaven, and seeks by her continual intercession to cause the number of the 
elect to be full."" -This recalls the interpretation of Scripture in the Middle Ages: the moon receives 
its light from the sun; ergo, the temporal power of princes and kings originally belongs to the 
pope. F.B. 

A new example of Roman idolatry of priests is reported in Count Hoensbroech's 
magazine "Deutschland" (2. Jahrg., 2. Heft., p. 260): In the widespread writing of the Episcopal 
Vicar General Causette, "Manresa," it is said: "Between God in heaven and man on earth stands, 
as a middle link, the priest, who, himself at once God and man, brings the two closer together. 
That | call you priests gods (!) is no flattering hyperbole, no untruth. You are creative, as Mary 
was in her participation in the Incarnation of Christ. In time and eternity you are creators, like 
God himself. God can indeed call new worlds into existence, but he can never do anything 
greater than 
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you (priests) do. |, the priest, am not like the cherubim and seraphim in the order of the world, 
but | am above them, for they are God's servants, and we are his helpers. Jesus dwells in our 
closet. You open and close the audience hours; without your permission he may not stir. Look 
at a man of twenty-four, walking through the church, seeking out sinners who are waiting for him: 
he is the God who cleanses this earth!" 

In administrative matters the pope is not infallible. This is emphasized by Acker, "Prov. 
of the Fathers of the Holy Spirit". He writes: "Doesn't Mr. Grundemann know that no one has 
ever claimed that the Pope is infallible in administrative matters, and that the conclusion of a 
Concordat with Portugal is only an administrative matter and nothing more, and thus has nothing 


to do with infallibility? The general Concilium Vaticanum declared in 1870 that the Popes of the 


Catholic Church are infallible when they speak ex cathedra, that is, when they, as the Vicars of 
God and teachers of the whole Church, present a doctrine concerning faith or morals. But the 
conclusion of a Concordat with a temporal power has nothing in common with faith and morals, 
in so far as it concerns doctrine." 

The Teachers' Orders in France. After weeks of deliberations, which were not without 
great debates, the Chamber of Deputies approved, by 318 votes to 231, the first article of the 
new law, which reads: "The teaching of every degree and of every kind is forbidden to the 
congregations in France. This particularly affects the school brothers, who had the elementary 
instruction in many thousands of schools in their hands, so that uncounted millions will be 
necessary to replace them for the production of non-denominational instruction. After a grace 
period of ten years, even the congregations still authorized must cease teaching in France and 
dissolve. The main reason, which Combes repeatedly, and rightly, emphasized in his fight 
against the teacher orders, was that the religious schools educate citizens who are loyal to Rome 
and the priest, but not to the country and its authorities. When the religious schools are closed, 
the endowments made conditionally will be returned to the founders and the remainder used for 
educational purposes. 

F.B. 

The dispute between Hoensbroech and Chaplain Dasbach over the Jesuit sentence 
"the end justifies the means" has reached a certain conclusion; Chaplain Dasbach must be 
regarded as the loser, in that he recently asked once again for a postponement, and this time for 
two full years (February 16, 1906). Apparently he is getting sultry about paying the 2000 marks, 
and seeks to disguise his defeat by postponing it. The prehistory of this new postponement is 
significant for Dasbach. On February 5, Hoensbroech asked him whether he would be ready for 
the date set by the Trier District Court, February 16. Dasbach replied that he wished the trial to 
take place as soon as possible, but that he could not leave now on account of the Reichstag and 
the Landtag; he suggested the parliamentary Easter holidays. Hoensbroech agreed, and the 
date was postponed until May 31. But as early as February 9 Dasbach wrote again that May 31 
would not do; he would have to wait two more years before he could gather his material, and he 
proposed February 16, 1906, as the date. This is pure "pinching out". (A. E. L. K.) 
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The doctrine of free will and conversion within the General 
Synod. 


(Conclusion.) 

We have shown that Prof. Richard, in his defense of Melanchthon's synergism, 
has both sacred Scripture and natural reason against him. We have also shown that 
Prof. Richard's "historical" proof, in which he seeks to stamp Melanchthon's doctrine 
as the genuine Lutheran doctrine of the sixteenth century (until immediately before 
the Concordia formula), is based on historical falsification. Another characteristic of 
Richard's article is the author's admiration and endorsement of modern theology. 
We intend to shed some light on this point in the following. 

Prof. Richard describes the undersigned as an irreconcilable opponent of 
modern theology. We accept this description as accurate. Otherwise Prof. Richard 
has failed to understand pretty much everything that was set forth in the "Basic 
Difference." The whole matter treated is evidently terra incognita to him. He means, 


for example: "He (Prof. Pieper) has not answered the query, ‘Cur alii prae aliis?"" So he 


has not understood our 

We have taken the first part of this treatise as a contribution to the solution of this 
question, while our whole exposition is an explicit warning against all attempts at a 
solution, with the detailed justification that any rational solution involves a denial of 


either sola gratia or universalis. What we inculcate throughout the treatise is this: 
Theology must learn to mouth halls in regard to the question, "Cur alii prae aliis?" It 


must learn to be satisfied with knowing, on the one hand, the cause of blessedness, 
and on the other, the cause of damnation, from the revelation of Scripture. So long 


as she has not yet learned to keep her mouth shut on the question, "Cur alii prae 


allis?” she is still mad and foolish, and no one should approach her as a 
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to a leader. If Prof. Richard has thus turned the main idea of our writing into the 
opposite, it is not to be wondered at if he could not understand all the details 
belonging to it. But, as | said, one thing has come to his attention: our sharp contrast 
to modern theology. 

We are decided opponents of modern theology. By modern theology we do not 
mean the theology of Ritschl and Harnack, who directly deny all the basic doctrines 
of Christianity: the Trinity, the divinity of Christ, the vicarious atonement, and make 
of Christianity a pagan moral doctrine again according to the procedures of the crude 
rationalists. The term "modern theology" does too much honor to this direction. 
Ritschl and Harnack stand outside the Christian Church. By "modern theology" we 
understand the direction which still holds fast the main doctrines of Christianity, the 
doctrines of Christ's person and work, of sin and grace, but wants to trim and shape 
them in such a way that they commend themselves to human reason, especially to 
the reason of the educated. By "modern theology" we understand that direction which 
either expressly or in fact sets aside the Holy Scriptures as the sole source and norm 
of Christian doctrine and seeks to give form and essence to the individual Christian 
doctrines out of the "consciousness of the church," the "enlightened reason," the 
"ego of the theologian. By "modern theology" we understand the direction which still 
wants to accept Holy Scripture, but at the same time places itself above Scripture, in 
that it rejects Scripture as the sole source and norm of theology, and accepts from 
Scripture only so much as fits into the "uniform view" of the theologians, fits into the 
"harmonious whole" which the theologians in particular are called upon to produce, 
documents itself as truth through Christian experience, etc. Prof. Richard also 
speaks of "modern theology" in this sense. He recommends the following kind of 
"theology" to the church of our time: "As a science, theology must take philosophy 
as a help and use it as a handmaiden. As a science it must welcome truth from the 
Bible, from tradition, and from the progressive consciousness of the Church. If it 
abandons the Bible, it sets out on the wide sea of speculation. If she forsakes 
tradition, she loses the glorious communion of saints. If it ignores the progressive 
consciousness of the Church, it becomes obsolete and useless to the Master. Only 
when these three 1) sources of theology are kept in right relation to each other and 
used in right measure, can the Christian religion, of which Christian theology is the 


1) Highlighted by us. 
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Science is commending itself to the minds, hearts, and consciences of men." 1) 

We reject this theology. It is neither theology nor science, but a monstrosity. It 
is not science. It assumes "sources" which in fact do not exist. It makes no sense to 
speak of three sources of theology. It makes no sense to declare the tradition of the 
earlier church and the consciousness of faith of the church of the present day to be 
a source of theology apart from holy Scripture, because the church knows nothing 
of Christian doctrine apart from and apart from Scripture. Luther rightly says: "The 
Christian Church has no power to establish some articles of faith, never has, never 
will." Admittedly, there have been people within the church of the past - individuals 
and whole conciliar bodies - who have set up doctrines apart from and apart to 
Scripture. But then they did not speak as the church and in the name of the church, 
but "babbled" for their own person, as Luther expresses it. The church has no word 
or doctrine of its own at all. The Church, when she speaks in her capacity as Church, 
always carries only Christ's word in her mouth, which is entrusted to her and which 
she teaches and confesses without increase and without diminution. Furthermore, 
there are also people within the church of the present day who, in addition to the 
Scriptures, set themselves up as the source of Christian doctrines, and give 
utterance to doctrines which are not revealed in the Scriptures. But then they do not 
speak out of the consciousness of faith, but out of their consciousness of unbelief, 
because faith - namely, Christian faith - always has the revealed Word of God for its 
correlate. Where there is no word of God, there is no faith and no consciousness of 
faith, but always only imagination and foolish, childish self-consciousness. In short, 
what the Church teaches-the Church of the past and the Church of the present-is 
nothing apart from and apart from Scripture. And if anyone says that Christian 
theology has two other sources besides Scripture, the tradition of the Church of the 
past and the faith-consciousness of the Church of the present, he puts two non-entia 
beside the One Source of Christian theology, and that is surely unscientific. 

But to assume three sources of theology is not theology either. This is already 
evident from what has just been said. Christian theology is Christian theology 
precisely because it draws Christian doctrine neither from itself, that is, from the 
theologizing subject, nor from other men, but only from Christ's speech as it is found 
in Scripture. "If ye abide in my word, ye are my disciples indeed, and shall know the 
truth,” John 8:31, 32. 


1) Highlighted by us. 
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If someone speaks" - namely, in the Church of God - "that he speak it as the Word 
of God," 1 Pet. 4:11. "Quod non est biblicum, non est theologi- cum"; what is not biblical, 
what is not taken from Scripture, is also not theological. Therefore, when someone 
says with Prof. Richard that theology must draw not only from Scripture, but also 
from the tradition of the Church of the past and the consciousness of the Church of 
the present, he is not describing Christian theology, but a hermaphrodite, a 
monstrosity. 

But this monster, alas! existence. It has been found in the past and is found in 
the present. The foolish, pernicious beginning to take Christian doctrine not only from 
Christ's words, but also from the thoughts of men, has been evident from the 
beginning within the Christian Church. That this changeling of theology wanted to 
penetrate the church also in the apostles' time, we see from Col. 2:8, where the 
apostle warns the Christians thus: "Take heed that no man rob you through 
philosophy and loose seduction after the doctrine of men, and after the statutes of 
the world, and not after Christ." Scholastic theology, which aimed at harmonizing 
Christian doctrine with human reason by forming it into a harmonious whole, and 
thus recommending it to reason for acceptance, is also compared by our ancient 
theologians to the race of centaurs. 1) Within the church of the sixteenth century it is 
the later Melanchthon who categorically establishes a principle whereby the holy 
Scriptures are set aside as the source and norm of Christian doctrine, and the human 
ego is installed as the supreme source and norm. Melanchthon does not yet speak 
of two or three sources of theology. In theory he still leaves sacred Scripture as the 


only source of theology. But in order to be able to justify his synergism, his causa 


discriminis in homine, his cause of conversion and blessedness in man, of which 
‘Scripture knows nothing, he sees himself driven away to a source and norm outside 
Scripture. He sees himself compelled to establish the proposition: "Since the promise 
is general, and in God there are not conflicting wills, there must necessarily be in us 
(men) a cause of difference." Thus human reason, human opinion of a harmony 
between the individual doctrines that must necessarily be established, ultimately and 
decisively sets and determines the Christian doctrines! In more recent times one has 
advanced to say that theology needs more than one source. As it is now openly said 
that the Scriptures are no longer regarded as the infallible Word of God, so it is now 
also openly said that the Scriptures are no longer the infallible Word of God. 


1) Quenstedt |, 57. 
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is no longer sufficient as the only source and norm of theology. Some speak of three 
sources of theology: Scripture, tradition, and the consciousness of faith - and it is 
these that Prof. Richard is speaking after -; others say from the outset that Christian 
doctrine is not to be taken from Scripture at all, but from "Christian consciousness," 
from "enlightened reason," from "the whole of Scripture," as it has formed itself in the 
imagination of the theologian, etc. Both come to the same thing factually. Both 
factually amount to the same thing. Even those who, according to their words, still 
let Scripture stand as the source of doctrine beside "tradition" and the "enlightened 
ego," nevertheless actually push Scripture aside entirely as source and norm, in that 
they want to take and let stand only so much from Scripture as fits into the 
"enlightened ego," into the "advanced consciousness of faith. This is the "modern 
theology" which Prof. Richard recommends to the American ecclesiastical public as 
the right theology and which he so much resents the undersigned for despising. 
This modern theology is an ugly, nasty thing, a theology that no more rightly 
bears the name "theology" than a wooer outwardly wears the garb of a respectable 
virgin. Modern theology is not the noble daughter of heaven, sitting humbly at JEsu's 
feet, and saying: "Speak, O Lord, for thy handmaid heareth," but a precocious, 
flippant thing, which takes its stand from the outset above God's Word, which, in 
regard to the nature of the individual Christian doctrines, allows itself at most to be 
made suggestions from Scripture, but accepts only so much of it as fits into its 
"enlightened ego," into its "enlightened reason," into "the whole of Scripture," into the 
"harmonious whole," into "the Christian consciousness," etc. fits in. Modern theology 
continually reviles God and man. It reviles God by reproaching him in the most 
diverse turns and making it clear: "If those who are converted and saved are 
converted and saved by grace alone, if in them there is no actio dissimilis, no better 
conduct, no lesser guilt, no freedom of choice, no refraining from wilful resistance, 
no self-decision, etc., then he (God) would have arranged it so that all men could not 
be saved, then one could no longer take his universal grace seriously and believe,” 


etc. Thus Prof. Richard also blasphemes the great, majestic God: 1) "If there be no 
actio dissimilis in man; if there be no aliqua causa discriminis in the will of man; if the tota 
causa be in God; then God acts in one way toward some men, and toward others, equally 
unworthy, in another way. To some he gives sufficient grace to believe and to be saved. From 


others he withholds effectual grace, or fails to impart sufficient grace to save them." 2) Thus 
modern theology reviles 


1) Lutheran Quarterly, 1904, p. 50. 2) Highlighted by us. 
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God. But it also continually reviles men. It reviles all those who, on the basis of 
Scripture, hold unalterably to sola gratia, as false teachers, as Calvinists, as deniers 
of the general will of grace, as Flacians, etc. This is just what Prof. Richard does 
throughout his article in reference to the authors of the Formula of Concord and the 
"Missourians." Modern theology is thoroughly dishonest. On the one hand, it 
imperiously demands that the causa discriminis, the reason, at least the "explanatory 
reason" of conversion and blessedness, the decisive "dot", must lie in man, 
otherwise one cannot possibly believe common grace, otherwise one is a Calvinist 
in heart, etc. On the other hand, she does not want to appear as a denier of sola 


gratia, she wants to let everything be "grace". Now it goes to a covering up and a 
covering up. Now it is said: All is grace, but man is not an animal, grace does not 
work irresistibly, one must distinguish between natural and wanton resistance, if one 
refrains from wanton resistance, then one does nothing; a "reason" is not supposed 
to lie in man either, but only an "explanatory reason," etc. In short, one cannot be a 
modern theologian and remain honest. The whole standpoint of modern theology is 
a great lie, and lies can only be defended with lies, not with truth. It is a lie that a 
"reason" or "explanatory ground" for conversion and blessedness lies in man. 
Scripture does not teach this "reason" or "explanation." So one must resort to lies 
and deceit if one wants to prove it from Scripture, as Prof. Richard does, for example, 
when he derives his "presupposed ability" from the exhortations to convert and 
blessedness. 

The church tries to substantiate the convictions to faith, conversion etc.. 

May God in mercy prevent modern theology from gaining dominion in the 
American Lutheran Church as well. It seeks dominion here too. People like Prof. 
Richard have followers and are admired. At the recent conference of the English 
Lutheran church bodies, many evil speeches were also made, by which Scripture is 
deposed as the source and norm of Christian doctrine, and the human ego, 
"experience," "faith-consciousness" is elevated to the throne. Even the struggle 
between the German Lutheran synods of this country is at bottom merely a struggle 
between Christian theology and the monstrosity of "modern theology." It would be a 
terrible judgment of God upon our sin if modern theology should once win the day. 

F. P. 
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The Scriptural Evidence for the Lutheran Doctrine of Holy 
Communion. 


(Continued.) 

That which the apostle received from the Lord himself, he faithfully delivered 
to his Corinthians as their apostle, as a faithful steward. He did not hold anything 
against the Corinthians that he did not also proclaim to them in this respect the whole 
counsel of God for their salvation. And what that was, which he received in respect of 
the Lord's Supper from the Lord Himself, and delivered it to them, the apostle now 
adds in one sentence with oti, as e. g. also 1 Cor. 15:1. This Paul delivered to them, 
"that the Lord JEsus took bread in the night when he was betrayed." JEsus, the 
incarnate Son of God, is the one who instituted and instituted this sacrament. And He 
is the Lord, the true God Himself; He is the Almighty, the All-True, and the All-Wise, 
Who knows well what He says, Who does not lie, Who can and will put His words and 
His promise into practice, even though we do not fast and understand with our 
understanding how this is possible. On that night when he was betrayed, the Lord 
instituted his supper, that is, immediately before his bitter death on the cross, when 
he laid down his life as the Lamb of God to bear our sin. The Apostle reminds his 
readers of this circumstance in this very connection, probably chiefly in order that they 
may be the more alarmed at their great levity in celebrating this Sacrament. It is, he 
wants to remind them, a serious and important matter concerning the Lord's Supper. 
It is the Lord's last endowment, his testament, as it were, in which he distributes to his 
own the goods he has acquired for them through his death. Just as we hold a man's 
testament in high esteem and do not shake its provisions, so much more must the 
Lord's testament be sacred and inviolable to us. We Christians must not treat this 
endowment lightly, we must not twist and interpret the words of the Lord to suit 
ourselves. 

In the night when he was betrayed, the Lord Jesus took bread, so Paul reports 
in exact agreement with the three evangelists. Only Matthew adds the definite article 
and says: rb dptov. He 
certainly refers to the bread that the disciples had eaten at the Easter meal. The Lord 
therefore undoubtedly used unleavened bread at the institution of the Holy 
Communion, as the Jews ate it at the Easter meal, yes, had to eat it according to 
God's ordained command. 

We read further: yar evyapiotiag eydaae. The HErr thanked, thanked 
God for this good gift that he wanted to share with his disciples. For 
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evyapiatnoac Matthew and Marcus put the word svioyi cas, while Lucas excludes 
himself to Paul. Both expressions complement and explain each other. In 
EvyaploTHods God is to be added as the object to whom thanks are given, but in 


svdoyyoacs not God, but bread. In saying the prayer of thanksgiving to his heavenly 
Father, the HER JEsus blessed the bread by this prayer, set it apart from ordinary 
use, and made it the vehicle of the heavenly gift of his body. We notice a very similar 
process in the miracle of the feeding. There Lucas tells us that the Lord took the five 
loaves and two fishes, looked up to heaven, thanked God for these gifts and blessed 
them so (b>. 64cg> avtobc) that they multiplied wonderfully under his hand, so that 
he gave out of them as much as he wanted. (Luc. 9, 16.) So it was also with the 
Lord's Supper. With a prayer of thanksgiving the Lord blessed the bread. Therefore 
Paul also justly speaks (1 Cor. 10, 16.) of the cup of blessing, which we bless, 
although in the accounts of the institution we find only the word svyaplotioas used 
in the distribution of the cup. The Lord thus gave thanks and blessed the bread. What 
the content of this prayer of thanksgiving was, by which the Lord blessed the bread 
and wine, is nowhere told us in Scripture. But we will not be mistaken if we assume 
that the content of this prayer referred to the wonderful mystery of the Lord's Supper, 
to what the Lord was about to give His disciples with the bread and wine. The Lord 
Jesus thanked God for the rich blessings and benefits which were to flow through 
this heavenly supper over the multitude of His disciples, over His whole Church. 

After Christ had blessed the bread through thanksgiving, he broke it, breaking 
the one loaf into as many pieces as were necessary for each disciple to receive a 
piece. The various Reformed churches have always laid special emphasis on the 
breaking of the bread, and have considered it an essential part of the Lord's Supper 
that the bread be broken with the hand during its celebration. As the Reformed 
Church regards the Lord's Supper in general as a symbolic act, so it also seeks 
something symbolic in the breaking of bread. According to their doctrine, the Lord 
broke the bread in order to represent through this act his death, his violent death on 
the trunk of the cross. Of such an intention of the Lord the words of institution tell us 
nothing. The HErr would thereby also have chosen a very little puffing image of His 
death, for His body, according to God's will, was not to be broken on the cross. The 
Lord broke the bread only for the purpose of distributing it to His disciples. The 
essential thing in the breaking is the giving out of the bread, not the act by which it is 
prepared for giving out. Whether this preparation is done by breaking the bread with 
the hand or by other means, whether during or before the celebration of the Lord's 
Supper. 
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is unimportant. So also in the Old Testament the Hebrew word break, break, with 
and without XXX has the meaning to distribute, to share. (E. g. Isa. 58, 7. Jer. 16, 7. 
In the latter place the Septuagint translates the word with yAdw.) Chemnitz therefore 
rightly writes: "According to the Hebrew manner of speaking, it is not necessary that 
what is broken should be broken and cut up into chunks and pieces, but what is 
presented for food, handed out, received, and received, even if it is done without 
cutting up and breaking, is called 'breaking." 1) 

That is why Paul does not explicitly add that Jesus gave the bread to his 
disciples. This was already part of the breaking of the bread. The other three reports, 


however, add it expressly. Marcus and Lucas say: sd@yev avzoic¢, and Matthew, 
inserting the imperfect instead of the aorist: yat id1dov toig wait, tais, for which some 


manuscripts offer the participle: dovg toi¢ paytaic. The bread broken into small 
pieces the Lord gave to his disciples, that is, he handed a piece of the broken bread 
to each disciple. So common accounts testify that the HErr broke the bread after he 
had blessed it by his thanksgiving, and gave it to his disciples. Scripture therefore 
calls the blessed bread bread, and not the body of the Lord. This is a powerful 
testimony against the papal transubstantiation, according to which the Roman 
Church teaches that the bread is changed into Christ's body by the consecration, 
and that therefore there is no longer any bread, but only the empty form of the bread 
remains. If this were the case, Scripture could no longer call the blessed bread 
bread. On the basis of Scripture, our Church rejects papist transubstantiation as a 
man's fiddle. 

But the Lord did not hand the bread to His disciples in silence. They were to 
learn the great importance, the great value of this heavenly meal. The Lord explains 
to them what he gives them to eat with the bread. The apostle says further : yai 
Likewise we read in Matthew and Marcus. Lucas, on the other hand, puts in the 
particip: We have not, therefore, to think of the transaction as that the HErr first 
presented the bread to his disciples, and later added the following words of 
explanation. The giving and the speaking happened at the same time. He gave them 
the bread while he was speaking these words, while he was speaking and while he 
was speaking. 

1) "Nam Hebraica consuetudine non necesse est, ut quicquid frangitur, illud in frusta 
seu partes confringatur et comminuatur, sed quicquid ad cibum praebetur, distribuitur, 
acquiritur, et accipitur, etiamsi flat sine com- minutione et confractione, dicitur frangi." (L. 
C., p. 45.) - How much in the word the signification of distributing predominates-is 


particularly shown also by the passage Marc. 8, 19. where it is said, OT& tove mévte aptove 
IKAGOG. ElS TOVG MEVTAKIOZIAIOVC. 


202 Scriptural Evidence for the Lutheran Doctrine of Holy Communion. 


And now Paul reminds his Corinthians of the words which the Lord Jesus had 
used at the institution of his supper. We read further: AdBets, gdyete, This request of 
the Lord to the disciples to take and eat what was offered to them, we find also in 
Matthew and Marcus. Lucas, on the other hand, has it not. The HErr bids his disciples 
take and eat. With no word does he indicate that this is a spiritual taking and eating. 
The apostles took and ate what the Lord presented to them, not in a spiritual way, by 
faith, but they took it with their hands and ate it with their mouths. The Lord's Supper, 
as far as its nature is concerned, is not a spiritual, but a bodily, oral meal. Luther 
speaks quite biblically when he speaks in his Catechism of the bodily eating and 
drinking of what is presented to us in this meal. Nor does the HErr speak of a double 
est, of a spiritual and an oral, but he says only of One Meal, and that is an oral one. 
Closely are these words, AdBets, wbyete connected with the following. The HErr 
immediately adds what his disciples are to eat, namely, his body. Their eating of the 
bread is the eating of his body. His body they eat with the mouth of their body, eating 
the bread. So it is not a man-made insertion into the words, but rather a simple, clear 
statement of Scripture when our confession teaches, "We believe, teach, and confess 
that the body and blood of Christ are received not only spiritually by faith, but also 
orally ... with bread and wine, as the words of Christ clearly show, since Christ means 
to take, to eat, and to drink." (Muller, p. 540.) Or when we confess in our Small 
Catechism, "It is the true body and blood of our Lord JEsu Christ, under which bread 
and wine are instituted for us Christians to eat and drink by Christ Himself." However, 
our Church has always rejected all Capernaitian thoughts of the Esten of the Body of 
Christ here. We do indeed teach, according to the words of Christ, that we take and 
eat his body with our mouths, but not in a coarse, natural way, so that we chew and 
digest his body, but in a way that is wonderful and incomprehensible to us, in a 
supernatural way, as food and nourishment for our souls, in a consecration such as 
occurs nowhere else but in this very sacrament, by virtue of the omnipotence of Christ 
our Savior. Therefore our Church speaks here of a sacramental food and drink, and 
does not intend to explain anything by this expression, but only to say that it is indeed 
a question here of an oral, real Eucharist, but of such an Eucharist as is found only 
in this Sacrament, and which we cannot understand or explain more closely. 

The disciples are to take and eat what the Lord presents to them. He does not 
tell them to pick up the bread, carry it around, worship it and eat it. 
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are to worship. When the Roman church does this with the consecrated host, it does 
so out of its own devotion, without command or promise from the Lord. She worships 
nothing but a piece of bread and practices abominable idolatry. 


The Lord now goes on to say what this is that he presents to his disciples, 
which they are to take and eat. He says, "This is my body." These. Words, on which 
everything depends, if we want to know what is that which Christ, according to His 
own words, gives us to eat in the Lord's Supper, are in all four accounts exactly the 


same, except that Paul changes a little the order of the words. He says, TotT6 job 


Ion 1) o@ua, while the three Evangelists put the words thus, toir0 tom 1) wd pov. 
These words are quite simple and plain; they are so clear that every one who reads 
them and accepts them as they stand, without prejudice or partiality, must 
understand them to mean that Christ here says that he presents his body to his 
disciples, invites them to take and eat his body. Zwingli, Oekolampad, Calvin, and 
their fellows did not take their doctrine of the Lord's Supper from these words, nor 
did they arrive at their doctrine by carefully examining these words of Jesus and 
bending their reason to their plain wording and clear meaning. Their reason was 
disturbed by this wonderful mystery, and so they turned and interpreted these words 
with their reason, until they got just the opposite of what the words really say: "This 
is not my body. This is the result of reformed exegesis. An example from more recent 
times of how such exegesis comes about is A. Nebe. He says in a fine interpretation 
of the Passion (I, p. 175): "We readily admit that the words of the institution, 
grammatically considered, can have this meaning, 1) which the Lutheran dogmatists 
have maintained from the beginning: but it is the question whether this grammatically 
possible sense is to be assumed here, and openly | admit that in my judgment great, 
even insurmountable objections arise against this version. His body, which He had 
on Himself at that time, and which after a few hours He was about to give to death 
for us, is the Lord supposed to have handed to His apostles at this celebration? How 
is this possible?" And now he argues, with all sorts of reasons of reason, that it is 
just not possible that Christ could have given his body, which was at the table, to his 
disciples. And a little further on (p. 177 f.) he says: "His owpa the Lord not only offers 
in the holy supper, but after His owya He immediately offers also His aia. How is 
this possible, if by the owya is to be understood the material, substantial body of 
Christ? The owya does not exclude the aiva, but, on the contrary. 


1) We do not say, of course, that these words can only have this meaning, but that they 
must have it, that violence must be done to clear words if they are to be understood otherwise. 
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for is the whole organism of the body, which in the sacred Scriptures is repeatedly 
described in 6dpc¢ 1@ aia as its fundamental parts, as its 

The blood is not dissolved. How is it possible that the substantial blood was still 
specially communicated when the substantial communication of the body had 
already taken place?" How is it possible? These are the reasons with which one 
wants to invalidate Christ's words. If, on the other hand, we let our reason remain 
silent, if we do not first ask, "How is this possible?" but take the words as they stand 
and read, they yield no other meaning than that which our Church has ever taken 
from them in her confessions and in her faithful teachers. Strobel therefore rightly 
writes (loc. cit., p. 119): "About the meaning of this and the corresponding phrase in 
Matthew and Marcus: tot6 toy 10 a\ud pov there could be no dispute at all, had one 
not on the Reformed side a special interest in getting rid of these words at any cost. 
The force of the simple wording asserts itself so decisively in our case that the mere 
reading or hearing of it breaks the baton over all attempted artifices and convinces 
everyone who has only open eyes and ears of the incorrectness of the Zwinglian- 
Calvinian understanding, even if he is not able to develop the individual expressions 
linguistically." Let us now look more closely at the individual words. Toiz0 ton 16 od 
ov is quite a simple, clear sentence. Nowhere is there any grammatical difficulty or 


obscurity. The subject of this sentence is ToUto, the predicate a@pé Lov, and the 
copula connecting the two, the 

from the subject ToUTo states what it is, namely To o®pd “ov. The subject ToUTo is 
grammatically the neuter of the demonstrative pronoun, and that in the singular. Now 
to what does the tovto refer? The Reformed commentators and also more recent 
exegetes refer it grammatically to bread, so that for ToUTo ouTog apto¢ would have to 
be substituted: this bread is my body. Thus, e. g., v. Hofmann says: "When two 
individual things, as here the bread that is served and the body of Jesus ... are 
equated with one another in such a way that the one is the other, it does not follow 
that the statement is intended to be understood inauthentically." So it is said in 
Meyer's Commentary on 1 Cor. 11:24: "toUTo can mean nothing else than this 
broken bread." This, of course, is not factually false. That which the Lord had in his 
hands, and presented to his disciples, and commanded them to eat, was indeed the 
bread which he had broken. Our confessional writings and some of our ancient 
fathers rightly use this expression. Thus, for example, the Concordia formula says, 
"The bread in the Lord's Supper is the body of Christ." (Muller, p. 654.) But 
grammatically toto does not stand for the preceding tév dptov. There is no objection 
to this, that ToUTo is neuter, but masculine. "For it is customary," as Chemnitz already 
says, "that the demonstrative particles in the gender are frequently directed after the 
following noun, and yet none the less pointing to it. 
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what precedes." 1) But the whole logical-grammatical construction speaks against it. 
The pronoun tovto does not point backward, but forward. The subject is a quite 
indefinite one, and is only determined by the predicate. The Lord wants to say: That 
which | present to you and give to you, what you are to take and eat, that is my body. 
This way of speaking is quite common and understandable to everyone. For example, 
when one says, "This is a horse," everyone understands it to mean, "That which you 
see there, the object, the animal, is a horse. Or when the Egyptian magicians, after 
Moses had commanded the lice to come upon Egypt, and they could not imitate this 
miracle by the devil's art, said, "This is God's finger," they meant to say just this: That 
which now happens, the miracle we see, is God's finger, a miracle done by divine 
power and effect. So it is with the words of institution. The Lord says, according to the 
whole context, That which ye shall take and eat, this meat which | give you, is my 
body. In these words, "This is my body," the Lord does not mention the bread at all. 
He does not deny, of course, that there is bread, that the disciples also take bread 
and eat it. But the Lord did not need to tell them this, the disciples saw and tasted it. 
The Lord wanted to and had to emphasize this, to point out to them that what he gave 
them together with the bread, what they took and ate with the bread, was his body. 
That this conception of the word touTo is the correct one is also evident from 
the fact that in all four accounts neither in the case of bread nor in that of wine are the 
earthly element and the heavenly element directly said of each other. The Lord 
nowhere uses this expression: The bread is my body, the wine or the cup is my blood. 
We do, however, have expressions in which the earthly element is the subject. But 
when this is the case, the predicate also changes. Such idiom we find in Lucas. Who, 
since he reports the institution of the second earthly element, does not simply say 
Touto, but calls the earthly element itself ToUTo 16 zotmpiov? But now he does not 
continue: ToUTo 16 motHpiov éoti 10 a\ud pov, but he writes: Toto 16 moTHpiov N KaIvI 
diabixn Iv to aipati pov. Paul does likewise. He does not say: tov aptov, Sv yAauev, obyi 


76 ota tod Xpiotod ioti but: obx'1 KoIvovia t0b capatos tod Xpiotod ioti. The blessed 
bread is the communion of the body of Christ; with the blessed bread we receive 
Christ's body. Similarly the ToUTto is used when the Lord goes on to say in the words 
of institution, ToUTo Troigite. Again, ToUTO does not refer to a previous- 


1) "Usitatum enim est, quod particulae demonstrativae genere saepe 
respondent substantivo sequenti et tamen nihilominus demonstrationem ad illud, 
auod praecedit. referunt." (1. c.. p. 34.) 
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The word is not a specific word, but sums up the whole of the previous action: That 
which | have done, do ye also. 

In the same way as it has been done here, our ancients also mostly fast the 
Touto. Thus, for example, Chemnitz says: "Particula igitur (hoc) demonstrat illud, quod 
in coena dominica exhibetur, sumitur ac manducatur." Balduin writes: "Particula deryriCh 
hoc non nudum panem intel- ligit, sed totum complexum seu totum id, quod Christus 
discipulos manducare jubebat." Dr. Grabner also takes the same view. After dismissing 
it that ToUTo is "directly and grammatically demonstrative of these two things, the bread and 
Christ's body," he continues, "On the other hand it is not the matter of arbitrary choice how 
we would refer the pronoun. Here as elsewhere the context must decide. According to the 
context these words, This is my body, were spoken in the course of a continuous action, of 
which Christ said, Todo zoueite, This do. In the act of giving to his disciples the bread which 
he had blessed, Jesus said, Take, eat, this is my body. All this must be taken together to 
determine the meaning of totito. What Jesus would say is, This, which I give you to eat as I 
give you this consecrated bread, is my body. That he gave them bread, the disciples saw and 
thus knew without being told. Hence Jesus tells them that with the sacramental bread he gave 


them his body: Tovto ioti 16 capa pov." (Theol. Quarterly, vol. V, p. 161 sq.) 

"This is my body," are the words of the institution. The Lord thus clearly says 
of that which he gives to his disciples to eat, that it is his body. The HErr connects 
the subject ToUto and the predicate 16 fad you with the copula jot, and thus sets 
the two equal to each other. No man can speak more clearly and simply. The 
Reformirten have therefore also from time immemorial had a great shyness about 
these clear words, and have gladly avoided them. They have always preferred to 
construct their doctrine of the Lord's Supper from other passages, such as John 6, 
or actually from their own spirit. But these words of Christ, "This is my body," are 
there, and somehow the Reformed, and all who share their halls, must come to terms 
with these words. They do it in such a way that they declare these words to be a 
tropical, figurative way of speaking. It was Zwingli, as is well known, who transferred 
the trope he sought in these words to the Copula, and explained the "it is" by "it 
means. That everywhere, and especially here, in the words of the Lord's Supper, 
the real and true being is expressed, and cannot here be called: it signifies, has, as 
is well known, above all Luther, in his classical pamphlets of controversy against 
Zwingli and his followers, proved in a quite tremendous manner and for all time. And 
yet, in more recent times, this old error, long since abandoned, has been brought 
out again. 
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In Meyer's Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew, the words of Christ are thus 
paraphrased: "This which ye shall take and eat, this bread thus broken in pieces, is 
symbolically my body, which is about to be killed." And in the same Commentary it is 
said of 1 Cor. 11:24: "Toto can mean nothing else at all than: this broken bread. 
Bread there, and with it is commanded to be grasped as the copula of symbolic 
being." The meaning of Christ's words, then, is to be just as Zwingli conceived it: that, 
namely, the broken bread, is symbolically my body, or represents or depicts, or 
signifies my body. Now it is true that the copula "is" is also used in figurative 
sentences and phrases, in parables, and the like. But even in such figurative 
expressions "is" never means "is symbolic" or "means," but retains the meaning "is" 
here also. "Is" always expresses being, essence. The trope in such sentences is not 
in the copula, but either in the subject or the predicate. For example, the Lord once 
says in a simile, "The seed is the word of God." This does not mean that the seed is 
the Word of God, or that the seed is symbolically the Word of God, but it means, as 
it stands, that the seed is really and truly the Word of God. The trope here is in the 
subject, in the word seed. The Lord does not speak here of natural seed, as it is 
scattered on the land, but of a figurative seed, which is precisely His Word. The seed 
of which Christ speaks in his likeness does not mean, but is really and truly the Word 
of God. This expression may well be used: The seed signifies the word of God, or is 
a symbol of the divine word, or the like. But these expressions are by no means 
identical with the preceding, so that they could be used for the latter without further 
ado. In these latter phrases the word seed is taken in its proper, not in its figurative, 
sense, and it is said of it that it is the image of God's Word, that it is a symbol of the 
Divine Word, that God's Word may be compared to it in some respects, but that it is 
not God's Word itself. How then should even the natural seed be God's Word? The 
matter leaps still more clearly into view when the trope is in the predicate, when in 
such sentences the predicate contains a metaphor. Such phrases as: Christ is the 
vine, Christ is the rock, can surely never mean, Christ signifies a vine, or, Christ is 
symbolically a rock, or, the symbol of a rock. Christ is indeed the vine, though not a 
natural vine, as it grows in the garden, but the true spiritual vine, of which the Lord 
speaks in His likeness, which gives strength and life to His own. Christ is indeed the 
rock, not a natural rock, but the true spiritual rock, from which the water of life flows 
for His own. In these ways of speaking, then, the trope is not found in the copula, but 
in the predicate. In this way, that the trope is not found in the copula, but in the 
predicate. 
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The fact that "it is" lies neither in the subject nor in the predicate is to be explained 
by the many examples that have been brought forward on the reformed side in old 
and new times in order to prove that "it is" sometimes also means as much as: "it 
means. There is scarcely an example to be found, either in proper or in improper 
figurative expressions, in which "it is" stands for "it means. And even if such an 
example could be found, the opponents would not have gained anything by it, for it 
would by no means be proved that here in the words of the Lord's Supper "is" must 
be taken for "means." And this the opponents must prove, if they wish to maintain 
their case against us. The onus probandi is really on them, not on us, since we stick 
to the clear wording while they depart from it. It is and remains true what Luther once 
wrote: "Yes, so that one may see how far they fall short of the truth, they are not 
alone guilty of proving from Scripture that 'body' is so much as 'sign of the body,’ 
and that 'being' is so much as ‘interpreting,’ but one more thing. If, however, they 
could find such a thing in one place of Scripture, which is not possible, they are 
nevertheless also obliged to prove that it must be so here also in the Lord's Supper, 
that 'body' is 'sign of the body. And it would be of no use at all, if the whole Scripture 
in other places contained the same sign of the body, and if it did not also appear in 
this place in the Lord's Supper. For we are not now chiefly disputing whether in 
Scripture 'body' is called 'sign of the body,’ but whether in this place of the Lord's 
Supper it is so called. Consciences want to be sure and certain in this matter. 
Therefore whether thou prove that in Genesis 'body' is so much as 'sign of the body,’ 
they are not satisfied with it, but murmur and say: Yes, dear, who knows whether it 
should be called so in the Lord's Supper? We must also be assured of it by God's 
word; otherwise the words stand us there, and saw us with arid bright text, 'This is 
my body." (XX, 783, § 47.) G. M. 
(To be continued.) 
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(Continued.) 
111. 
Consideration of some of the main objections to the Mosaic version of the 
Pentateuch. 
2. 

After we have looked in the previous section at a number of passages from 
Genesis which, according to the assumption of today's critics, presuppose post- 
Mosaic times, conditions and circumstances, and therefore could not have been 
written by Moses, let us now turn to some such alleged post-Mosaic passages in the 
other books of the Pentateuch. 
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go. The discussion of these passages will also show that they can be explained quite 
well and that they do not give any conclusive reason against Moses as the author of 
the entire Pentateuch. 

Thus we read, e. g. Ex. 16, 35: "And the children of Israel did eat Man forty 
years, until they came unto the land where they should dwell; even unto the border 
of the land of Canaan did they eat Man." Now this, according to Cornill, is supposed 
to be a "reference to an event which Jos. 5, 12. did not occur until after the death of 
Moses." 1) But this assumption is not at all necessary. The whole chapter of the text 
is the locus classicus about the manna. Therefore it is quite natural that Moses, as 
every historian would do, inserts here already notes concerning the manna, which 
go to a later time. The conclusion of his whole writing falls only in the last time of his 
life, as will be shown later. In Genesis, for example, in order that everything 
concerning a progenitor might be collected together, Moses also records his death, 
etc., even though it did not occur until some time after what follows, Genesis 5. 2) 
And when he says here that the children of Israel ate manna for forty years until they 
came to the land where they were to dwell, this statement contains nothing that goes 
beyond his time and that he could not have written himself. He thus emphasizes that 
the manna was not only a temporary benefit to relieve a momentary need, but that it 
was the desert food (cf. v. 3 ff.), which lasted throughout the whole desert journey, 
until the fortieth year, when the children of Israel came to the border of the promised 
land, and thus again to "inhabited land," as it is literally said (XXXXX XXX-XX XXXX- 
XX). Until then he was the leader of the people, who also knew that now the desert 
journey was over. What happened afterwards, nothing is said about it here. But of 
course it was in the nature of things, and is also indicated by the expression: "until 
they came to inhabited land", that the manna, the desert food, would now no longer 
last long, but would cease, and therefore Moses, the writer, could quite well express 
himself in this way. But that it really ceased is not reported here, but only in Jos. 5, 
11. f.: "And (the children of Israel) did eat of the corn of the land on the second day 
of the passover ... And the man ceased the next day, when they did eat of the corn 
of the land, that the children of Israel had no more man, but they did eat of the corn 
of the land of Canaan, of the same year." - In like manner may be explained the 
passages also objected to by the critics, in which a reference is made to the 
extermination which had already taken place-. 

1) "Introduction to the Old Testament." Second Edition, p. 17. 

2) Also other biblical writers proceed in this way. Lucas connects the story of the 


departure of John the Baptist with the news of his imprisonment, Luc. 2, 19. f., even though it is 
much later; Matth. 11, 2. Marc. 6, 16. ff. 
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The first part of the text is said to be contained in the name of the Cananites, Lev. 
18, 28. Deut. 2, 12. or on the past of the stay in the desert, Num. 15, 32. 

Repeatedly we find in the middle pentateuchal books the expression "sekel of 
the sanctuary", e.g. Ex. 30, 13: "But every man shall give ... give half a sekel 
according to the sekel of the sanctuary (a sekel is twenty gerahs)." Cf. also v. 24. 
38,24-26. Lev. 5, 15. Now this again is supposed to be a post-mosaicum, as Strack 
emphasizes : "This designation presupposes that the sanctuary with its cultus 
already existed for a longer time." 1) But he owes the compelling proof of this. Why 
can the expression, which is nowhere explained in detail, not simply designate a 
(half) sekel to be paid to the sanctuary, that is, an original, fully important sekel in 
distinction from the sekel of daily intercourse, which had less weight? 2) Already in 
the time of the patriarchs, the half-sekel is mentioned as a common weight for 
valuing gold, Gen. 24, 22, from which it can be concluded that already at that time 
there were certain pieces of silver of this weight, which were in use for purchase and 
trade and were probably also called sekel, because the word sekel in itself did not 
designate a certain weight. In order to exclude any misunderstandings, the 
expression "sekel of the sanctuary" may well have been used to designate a certain 
weight and value. - The difficulty can be solved in a similar way in Ex. 16, 36, where 
the explanation: "A gomor is the tenth part of an ephah" is also supposed to refer to 
a later time of administration. 

As in Genesis, so also in the other books of the Pentateuch there are a number 
of geographic references to the post-Mosaic time. As relevant passages Num. 14, 
45. 21, 3. Deut. 1, 44. are mentioned, where the name Horma, whose origin was 
later. Richt. 1, 17, stands for Zephath; further Num. 32, 41. Deut. 3, 14, where a 
region is called Havoth-Jair, "Jairsdérfer", which received this name only in post- 
Mosaic times; cf. Jos. 13, 30. Richt. 10, 4.. But we have seen similar passages 
before and therefore pass them over now. But again and again the designation of 
the East Bank as "beyond Jordan" is brought into the field and presented as a clear 


post-Mosaic. Cornill enumerates the passages in which this expression is found 


among those "which cannot possibly be understood in the mouth of Moses or of a 
contemporary," 3) and Strack remarks about it: "The point of view is 


1) "Introduction to the Old Testament." Fourth Edition, p. 25. 
2) Keil, "Biblical Commentary on Genesis and Exodus." Second edition, p. 542. 
3) Introduction, p. 17. 
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therefore west of the Jordan, in Palestine, therefore not the position of Moses." 1) 
Let us therefore look at this expression more closely. 

Deut. 1, 1. it says: "These are the words which Moses spake unto all Israel, 
beyond Jordan (XXXXX XXXxX), in the wilderness on the plains over against the Red 
sea." Cf. also w. 5. 3, 8. 4, 41. 46. 47. 49. That the East Bank is spoken of in these 
passages cannot be doubted;-and the critics now maintain that Moses could not 
have written or said these words (Deut. 3, 8. For the expression is also found in a 
speech of Moses). For Moses never crossed the Jordan into the West Bank, into 
Palestine proper, but was only in the East Bank, in Perea, and therefore could not 
have called this latter land "beyond the Jordan. The expression "on the other side" 
therefore presupposes an author who wrote after the death of Moses, when the 
people under Joshua had passed over the Jordan, Jos. 3. That there is a difficulty 
here at first sight is clear; it has also been recognized in older times. The medieval 
Jewish scholar Abenesra calls attention to it; the medieval Christian exegete 
Nicolaus de Lyra also lists it, and the Jewish philosopher Spinoza lays weight on it. 
And yet, if we examine it carefully, it too does not constitute an instance against the 
Mosaic origin of the Pentateuch, for it is by no means the case that "beyond" always 
stands from the standpoint of the writer, but it may very well denote a fixed 
geographical concept without regard to the particular place of residence of the writer. 
This is the case in the passages cited. 2) 

We proceed in our investigation from the fact that Moses uses quite the same 
expression "beyond the Jordan" also of the West Bank. Deut. 3, 20. after he only 
uses v. 8. He tells the Reubenites and Gadites who live there to leave their wives 
and children and cattle in their cities, but to go armed before their brothers, the 
children of Israel, "until the LORD bring your brothers to rest, as he has brought you, 
so that they may also take the land which the LORD your God will give them on the 
other side of the Jordan" (XXXXX XXXxX). Cf. also v. 25. 11, 30. Yea, in another 
place, in one and the same verse, he uses the quite identical expression XXXXX 
XXXxX) first of the west and then of the east Jordan. Num. 32, 19. The just mentioned 
Reubenites and Gadites say to Moses: "We will not go with them" (the other 
children). 


1) Introduction, p. 25. 

2) Hengstenberg refers to well-known analogous geographical names and designations, 
which did not suffer any change, no matter whether the person using them was on this side or 
on the other, to Gallia citerior and ulterior of the Romans, to the Transpadanian, Cispadanian, 


and Cisalpine Republics in the Napoleonic period, etc. ("The Authenticity of the Pentateuch," Il, 
p. 317.). 
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Israel) "inherit beyond Jordan (XXXXX XXXxX), but our inheritance shall be 

us on this side Jordan (also XXXXX XXXX) have fallen toward the morning." These 
passages clearly show that the Hebrew expression, from different points of view, can 
and does designate both parts of the country, the East and the West Bank. This 
follows also from the etymological derivation of the expression. For the word from 
which the prepositions XXXX and XXXX come, actually means transition, then side; 
and by virtue of this basic meaning, XXXXX XXX is the one at the transition. 

land lying along or on the side of the Jordan River, can therefore refer to both the 
West Bank and the East Bank. 

But is not this confusing? Does not the same expression then sometimes mean 
on this side, sometimes on the other side, as Luther also translated it in the last 
passage cited (quite correctly in the matter)? We say: XXX XXXX XXXX means 
everywhere "beyond," but this expression can be used differently from different 
points of view, either according to the objective, geographical use of language, or 
according to the subjective point of view of the narrator. This will, of course, only 
happen at a time when the objective, geographical designation is not yet quite fixed. 
And that is the case here and also in the Book of Joshua. Israel had not yet taken 
possession of Canaan. Although Moses usually follows the objective, geographical 
language and understands by "beyond the Jordan" the East Bank, in which he is 
located, not only in the passages of Deuteronomy mentioned, but also already in 
Gen. 50, 10. 11. 50, 10. 11. Num. 22, 1. 34, 15. 35, 14. (not Luther's "on this side," 
but on that side): so he can also, from the subjective point of view of the narrator, 
call the West Bank "on that side of the Jordan," as he actually does. It was not until 
the Israelites settled firmly in Canaan on the west side of the Jordan that the 
expression "on the other side of the Jordan" was used exclusively of the East Bank. 
So this different use of the words "beyond Jordan" leads to the time when the 
Israelites had not yet established a firm foothold in the land of Canaan, thus 
corresponds precisely to the Mosaic age. Nor does the objection apply that, in 
consequence of this different usage, it could not be known whether the East or West 
Bank was meant. For wherever the geographical position is not clear from the 
context, a closer definition is added, in the case of the East Bank usually "towards 
the morning" (XXXXX, "towards the exit, east"), Num. 32, 19. 34, 15. or "towards the 
exit of the suns" (XXX XXXXX), Deut. 4, 41. 47. and in the case of the West Bank 
"toward the evening," "toward the (middle) sea, westward"), Jos. 12, 7. 22, 7. - 
Similarly, the passages in which the word (sea) is used for the west at the time of 
the Israelites' sojourn at Sinai can be explained, although the sea was then to their 
south, Ex. 27, 12. Num. 2, 18. 3, 23. 
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But there are also a number of historical statements in Genesis and the other 
Pentateuch books that clearly lead to post-Mosaic times. As an example is usually 
Deut. 3, 11. where Moses says: "For only Og of Bashan was left of the giants. 
Behold, his bed of iron is all here in Rabbath of the children of Ammon" (literally, 
Behold, his bed, a bed of iron, is it not in Rabbath of the children of Ammon?), "nine 
cubits long, and four cubits broad after a man's elbow." King says, "Could Moses 
really ask if the bed of Og the king was not in Rabbath-ammon?" 1) and Strack 
remarks: "Of Og, the king of Basan, and his iron bed, Moses in the fortieth year of 
the Exodus hardly spoke as Deut. 3, 11. spoken, since his hearers had defeated and 
slain this king in the same year (3, 1-3. Num. 21, 33.)." 2) The reference of the 
opponents of the Mosaic version of the Pentateuch to this passage is not of recent 
date, but already Spinoza remarked that one speaks in this way only of things of the 
highest antiquity, which one wants to make credible by referring to their remains, 
and he thought that this bed had only become known from David's time, 2 Sam. 12, 
29. ff. But why should Moses not have been able to say and write these words, when 
the children of Israel had not long ago defeated and slain this king? The note about 
the bed is evidently meant to be a proof of the size of the body of this giant. Is it then 
certain that many or even all of Moses' contemporaries had also seen Og? And 
where is it said that Moses wrote only for his contemporaries and not rather also for 
the future generations? He himself assures the opposite, Ex. 17, 14. Deut. 31, 9. ff. 
24. ff. Especially to the descendants this note must have given a vivid idea of the 
greatness of the defeated enemy and thus of the greatness of God's grace, which 
had given the victory. By the way, the questioning "Isn't it?" indicates that this fact 
was known to the contemporaries, so that it only needed to be remembered in order 
to be appreciated. And if the whimsical Peyrerius at this point still incredulously 
asked how this huge bedstead could have come from Bashan to Rabbath-Ammon, 
then this is downright ridiculous. Moses is not writing a "history of the bedstead" but 
the history of the people of God. - In a similar way the objections may be disposed 
of which may be inferred from the frequently occurring remark "until this day" namely 
in the passages Deut. 3, 14. and 10, 8. against Moses as the author of the 
Pentateuch. 

Finally, we mention the account of Mosi's death and burial and the mourning 
of the people over his passing, Deut. 34, especially 


1) "Introduction to the Old Testament,” p. 162. 2) Introduction, p. 26. 
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V. 5. ff., which passage is already asserted in the Clementine Homilies as a reason 
against the composition of the Pentateuch by Moses. As is well known, Luther also 
repeatedly commented on this passage. In the discussion of Gen. 36:31 in the 
previous article, he remarks: "But it is asked, whether these princes and kings were 
before or after Moses? Where they were after Moses, he was not able to write this, 
but this addition was made by another, as the last part is in the fifth book of Moses. 
For he did not say of himself, Deut. 34:10: "And there arose no prophet in Israel like 
unto Moses, whom the Lord knew face to face." Item, other things more, which are 
told there of the sepulchre of Moses. Unless thou wilt say, that he saw and 
prophesied these things by a prophetic spirit before." 1) On Deut. 31, Luther says: 
"And thus Moses concludes his sermon in this chapter. For the 32nd chapter 
contains this song, the 33rd chapter the benedictions; the 34th chapter Moses 
cannot have written."-) And this view he repeats concerning Cap. 34, and remarks: 
"This chapter Moses did not write, but Joshua or Eleazar, unless you would say that 
he described his death in this way, since he knew it beforehand." 3) 

Although Moses, as Luther also says, could have written this chapter in a 
prophetic spirit, we also agree with Luther that not he, but a man close to him and 
prominent in the community of Israel, most likely Joshua (cf. Jos. 24, 26.) or, as 
others assume, the priest Eleazar, the son of Aaron, wrote it and added it to the 
Pentateuch as an appendix. But this is by no means a concession to criticism, by no 
means a valid reason against the Mosaic composition of the Pentateuch, as has 
been asserted. For in the preceding it has been expressly and in detail reported that 
Moses decided on his work, gave it out of his hands, and handed it over to the 
Levites for safekeeping, Deut. 31, 9. ff. 24. ff. Then follows a double appendix, the 
Song, Cap. 32, and the Valetfegen of Moses, Cap. 33. in regard to the former, God 
had directed that Moses and Joshua should write it, Cap. 31, 19. ("write"). 14. 
because both were to control the apostasy of the people. And only now follows the 
narration of Moses' death and burial, though without any indication that it was written 
by another, because it was obvious from the foregoing that it no longer came from 
Moses himself. 4) L. F. 

(To be continued.) 


1) St, L. ed. Il, 1010. 2) 111, 1614. 3) 111, 1636. 

4) Hengstenberg ("Authentie" |, LXXIX f.) and Keil ("Kommentar", p. XXII) refer to an 
interesting analogue from profane literature, mostly nobly ignored by critics. In the last book of 
the Commentarii de statu religionis et reipublicae Carolo V. Caesare by Joh. Sleidanus, after 
the 
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How did the world come into being? Who gave the first impulse to movement? 
How did organic life in flora and fauna come into being? To whom does man, with 
his self-consciousness, owe his origin? - These are questions that impose 
themselves on every thinking man. And to the answer of these questions again 
others tie themselves. FOR EXAMPLE: Why is man afraid of God? How does he 
become free from an evil conscience, from sin, and from the curse that is upon him? 
It is precisely the answer to these last and similar questions, which are so infinitely 
important to man and yet which no man can answer, that is the real scopus of the 
whole of Holy Scripture. It seeks to show the sinner, tormented by his conscience, 
the way in which he may be rid of his sin and be reconciled and united to God. But 
also in the case of the other questions, which man is not able to escape, the holy 
Scriptures do not lack the necessary answer. And the knowledge we receive in the 
Bible about biology or chemistry, astronomy or geology, is the answer of the infallible 
God Himself and therefore divinely true and certain. 

But people, who are by nature enemies of God and His words, are not satisfied 
with the Bible's explanations. They want feelings and cushions for their guilt-ridden 
heads. They demand answers that do not trouble their consciences, and with which 
they can fearlessly live their sins and indulge their lusts. They explain the world 
according to the desires of their depraved heart. These answers to the questions of 
the world's evil, springing from the desires of the depraved human heart, are to be 
found chiefly in the philosophy of the depraved human heart. 


Report that Carl V. had resigned the government on September 15, 1556, and embarked for 
Spain, continued without any intervening remark: "Octobris die ultimo Joannes Sleidanus J. U. 


L. vir et propter eximias animi dotes et singularem doctrinam omni laude dignus, Argentorati 


e vita decedit, atque ibidem honorifice sepelitur." This note of Sleidan's death and burial, which 
follows the preceding in language and presentation, is found in all the editions of his 
Commentarii which contain the 26th book, which the author added to the 25 books of the first 
edition of April, 1555, precisely to continue the history of Carl V. The note of the 26th book, 
which the author added to the 25 books of the first edition of April 1555 just to continue the 
history of Carl V. until the resignation of his reign, is also already in the first of these more 
complete editions of 1558, and that without line paragraph attached to Sleidan's own words, 
and is even included in the table of contents of the 26th book as an integrating part without any 
hint that this note was added by another hand. "No doubt," says Hengstenberg, "he who added 
these words thought it unnecessary for him to differ from the author, since everyone knows that 
no one himself relates his death and burial." Of course, however, it would not occur to anyone 


to deny that Sleidan wrote the Commentarii. 
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different peoples, countries, and times. By speculating, or guessing and fantasizing, 
philosophers have given answers to the questions: Where is this world with man at 
its head from? What is the world for, and what is man to do on this earth? What is 
the goal toward which the world with man is striving? Such questions have been 
raised and sought to be answered by the philosophy of all ages. The same is true of 
the philosophy of the present day. And the fundamental idea which guides present- 
day philosophy is the principle of gradual, necessary evolution. According to Darwin, 
Spencer, Hackel and all monists, evolution is the key to the mystery of the world. 

Although this evolutionist philosophy of the present day claims to be science, 
and science in the true sense of the word, and although it also claims that the 
answers it gives to the questions of the mystery of the world are strictly scientific 
results, evolutionist philosophy and science proper are two fundamentally different 
things. The sciences (physics, chemistry, biology, psychology, astronomy, etc.) 
observe and experiment, and thus seek by inductive means to learn and understand 
the facts of their respective fields. What does not or cannot become the object of 
their observation and investigation, they do not and cannot make any scientific 
statements about, even as a science. Of course, in the course of their research, even 
the representatives of the sciences come up against the ultimate questions about 
the whence and wherefore of the world and its phenomena. But since science lacks 
the necessary facts here, since it was not present when the world came into being 
and the first life on earth and self-conscious man, and since in other respects too it 
only ever sees life arising from life and never organic from inorganic, it is also unable 
to give any scientific information about how the world, life, and self-consciousness 
came into being. But science can furnish the twofold proof: 1. that evolutionism is 
not a thought based on experience, but one that contradicts experience, and is 
therefore not a product of science, but of the imagination; and 2. that the only 
sufficient and satisfactory explanation of the world is the assumption of a rational 
and omnipotent Creator. 

That the above is conceded by the prudent representatives of science, who 
endeavor to let only that which is really derived from real experience proceed under 
the name of science, and that they partly decide in favor of the answer which the 
Bible gives to our questions, and partly at least declare themselves energetically 
against evolutionism, for this "Lehre und Wehre" has repeatedly reported statements 
by the most distinguished representatives of the various sciences. In the following, 
we will print several passages from a series of articles in the "A. E. L. K." on 
evolutionism, in which we briefly summarize the following points 
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The statements of evolutionism are mostly taken from Hackel's two writings, 
"Weltrathsel" and "Monismus". The statements of evolutionism are mostly taken from 
Hackel's two writings, "Weltrathsel" and "Monismus". 


1. How did the world come to be? 


Scripture says, "In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth." 

Evolutionism says: The world originates from substance, the unity of force and 
matter, which is everywhere subject to eternal movement and transformation. 
Therein rests the universal unity of nature and the eternal validity of the laws of 
nature. (W. 438.) 

Science says: We can trace the substances back to 76 elements; what goes 
beyond that is hypothesis. The Kant-Laplace theory explains neither the comets nor 
the motion of the moons of Neptune and Jupiter, which is opposite to the motion of 
the other planets. Ostwald in Leipzig calls the substance an appearance of an 
immaterial but effective real, and E. v. Hartmann calls it "the unjustified projection of 
a sensual illusion into the beyond of consciousness". 


2. How does the fabric of the world get moving? 


The scripture says, "The Spirit of God was hovering on the wafer. And God 
spoke." 

Evolutionism says that motion, like sensation, is the immanent and original 
property of substance, which, according to the law of compression, divides itself into 
primal atoms and ethers and, through the struggle of these, causes all further 
physical processes. 

Science says: Ignoramus et ignorabimus. Du Bois Reymond: "What is gained by 
saying that it is attraction, the mutual attraction, whereby two particles of matter 
approach each other? Not the shadow of an insight into the nature of the process." 

Prof. Dr. Friedr. Pfaff dealt with this question more thoroughly in his time in 
"The Origin of the World and the Laws of Nature" (Zeitfragen des christlichen 
Volkslebens): The assumption "that one has to think of matter evenly distributed in 
space as the original state of the world" appears "insofar as a physically well-founded 
theory, as the development of the world is still at the stage in which a progressive 
compression of gaseous masses and a separation of such into individual bodies 
takes place." (p. 9.) If we ask "how such a significant compression of matter as is 
necessary for the formation of celestial bodies can occur at all, then 
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we must ask the question this way: By what is the tendency of a gas to expand 
diminished or removed? Here we get the answer that this can happen in four ways: 
1. by a pressure from outside on a delimited mass of gas, 2. by the physical 
attraction of a body, 3. by the chemical attraction of the individual atoms, 4. by a 
reduction in temperature". But all these possibilities do not come into consideration 
on the assumption that the substance in a gaseous state thus uniformly fills the 
space, with which also the presupposition of a colder space or a second colder 
mass, by which the cooling is effected, is excluded. "All means of obtaining the 
separation of matter into individual bodies according to purely physical laws leave 
us in the lurch; we find none among them that would be able to bring motion, and 
thus light, heat, and life, into the motionless, dark, cold, thin mass of gas." (P. 17.) 
Accordingly, the conclusion is suggested, "for the first movements of the substance, 
which are quite inexplicable from its own invariable properties alone," to suppose a 
cause "lying apart from it." "Thus the act of creation as the result of a will will be as 
much a demand of logic as of empiricism." (S. 18.) 


3. How did the species come into being? 

Sacred Scripture teaches us that God brought into existence the individual 
stages of creatures in a gradual order, each according to its kind, with the capacity 
for further development. The goal of creation is man. 

Evolutionism says: "The 'monism of the cosmos' teaches us the unexceptional 
validity of the ‘eternal, brazen, great laws' throughout the universe." (W. 438.) 
"Mechanism alone (in Kant's sense!) gives us a real explanation of the phenomena 
of nature, in that it traces them back to real causes of works, to blind and 
unconscious movements, which are themselves conditioned by the material 
constitution of the bodies of nature in question." (W. 300.) 

Science says: "A coherent series of development of the plant world cannot yet 
be established with certainty." (Brockhaus: Palaeontology.) "We are not yet so far 
advanced as to be able to establish with certainty in all cases the test that there is 
no interruption in the succession of strata, the duration of which is taken into account 
for the development of organic life. At the boundary of the Paleozoic and Mesozoic 
periods the thread of organic development suddenly breaks." (Neumayer, 
Erdgeschichte, Il. vol. 21.) "It is proved that the link which completely bridges the 
gap between birds and reptiles is not present." (Ibid., p. 306.) "Natural philosophy 
seeks to establish a theory of the connection of phenomena, as 
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which is possible for humans. Here it must recognize the existence of a ‘force’ acting 
according to law. In this it must recognize the existence of a lawfully acting? force, 
which in its action is comparable to the intelligence and will of man. In this sense God 
is not only an object of faith, but the indisputable result of scientific thought." 
(Deutsche Monatsschrift, 1902. Nov. p. 258. Reinke: Was uns noth thut: 
GotteserkenntniB.) "Yes, Darwin himself once wrote (Biography of Darwin by his son 
Francis Darwin): Another source of conviction of the existence of God, which goes 
back to the intellect, not to the mind, affects me with far greater force. It arises from 
the extraordinary difficulty or rather impossibility of seeing the boundless and 
wonderful universe with man, who possesses the gift of looking back and forward 
into the future, as the result of blind chance or necessity. When | think about this, | 
feel driven to assume a first cause that possesses an intellect corresponding in some 
degree to that of man, and | deserve to be called a theist." (Pfennigsdorf: Christ in 
the Mod. Spiritual Life, p. 41.) 


4. How did organic life come into being? 

The Scripture says: "And God said, Let the earth bring forth grass, and herb 
yielding seed, and fruit-bearing trees, every one yielding fruit after his kind, and 
having his own seed with him in the earth." "And God said, Let the waters be filled 
with living creatures, and let fowl fly upon the earth under the firmament of heaven." 
"And God said, Let the earth bring forth living creatures after their kind, cattle, and 
creeping things, and beasts of the earth after their kind. And it came to pass." 

Evolutionism says: Organic life is a chemical-physical process, which is based 
on the metabolism of the plasmatic protein formations, in so far as carbon builds up 
these composite protein bodies in connection with other elements (oxygen, nitrogen, 
hydrogen, sulphur). (W. 297.) This is the generatio aequivoca or, according to Hackel, 
the archigony. How necessary just this view appears to some scholars as an 
indispensable moment of scientific thought, is shown by Prof. Adickes, who in his: 
Kant contra Hackel," fights the latter with all the weapons of logic, of facts, of ridicule, 
and yet says, p. 71: "First of all, | must absolutely agree with Hackel: generatio 


aequivoca of the organic from the inorganic and continuous development in the organic 
series (evolution of the higher complicated organisms from simpler ones) are two 
demands from which natural science cannot relinquish itself without giving up its most 
important principle: the uniform causal connection. 
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Science says: "The total organism of animals and plants appears to us at first 
as an apparatus of microscopic elementary organisms. Science attaches to the latter 
the name 'cells'." "Exact science knows no free cell formation independent of parent 
cells, just as little as it knows the formation of new animals and plants without 
connection to parental organisms." (J. Ranke: Der Mensch. p. 53. 71.) Virchow 
declared as early as 1877 at the Naturalists' Meeting in Munich: "Whoever 
remembers in what deplorable manner, especially in recent times, all attempts to 
find a definite basis for a generatio aequivoca have failed, to him it should seem doubly 
dubious to demand that this doctrine, so badly maligned, should be taken as the 
basis of all human conceptions of life." The famous English surgeon Joseph Lister, 
in a speech on the "Relation of the Art of Healing to Science," says: "With the 
investigation of microbes, Pasteur, and with him the greater number of all 
researchers, came to the conviction that, as Pasteur expresses it: la generation 


spontanee est une chimére, and that even the lowest and smallest beings can only be 
produced by their own kind." Reinke at last writes (Turmer-Jahrbuch 1903, p. 46): 
"If the mineral forces once contained forces which led 'of themselves' to the 
formation of protein, then they must have acted with necessity; they must then still 
do it today, still be able to do it today. Thus the chemical impossibility of the 
spontaneous formation of albumen is demonstrated. But even if albumen were 
produced, little is gained by it for the problem of primordial generation. It is not 
possible to produce even one cell from hen's egg white. All of Pasteur's experiments 
and those of his successors agree in the result that a living cell never comes into 
being even from the most complicated mixture of organic substances. For the most 
imperfect single cells applies in the same way as for the most highly developed 


plants and animals: omne vivum ex vivo." 


5. How did man come into being? 

The Holy Scripture says, "And God said, Let us make man in our image, after 
our likeness: and let them have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl 
of the air, and over the cattle, and over all the earth, and over every creeping thing 
that creepeth upon the earth. And God created man in his own image, in the image 
of God created he him." 

Evolutionism says: For the monistic philosophy there remains “as a certain 
historical fact the momentous knowledge that man first descended from apes. "In 
the oldest Tertiary period the lowest primate ancestors appeared, the prosimians, 
followed (in the Miocene period) by the true apes, - later by the apes; from a branch 
of the latter only during the Pliocene period (at least 100,000 years ago) did 
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the speechless ape-man arose, and from this at last the speaking man." "During the 
last two decennia good-preserved fossilized skeletons of prosimians and apes have 
been discovered in considerable numbers; among them are all the important 
intermediate members which constitute a continuous ancestral chain from the oldest 
prosimian to man beyond. The most famous and interesting of these fossil finds is 
the fossilized ape-man of Java, discovered by the Dutch military surgeon Eugen 
Dubois in 1894, the much discussed Pithecanthropus erectus." (W. 96. 97-99.) 

Science says: "As far as history allows us to look back into prehistoric times - 
and in the ancient civilized countries of Egypt and Babylonia the historical documents 
reach back into the fifth, nay, sixth millennium before our time - we find sure 
indications that even then the same differences existed between the various peoples 
and races as they confront us today. (Ranke: Der Mensch, p. 360.) "The differences 
in the proportions of the body, which in truth exist and are in part very striking, in 
different individuals of the same population and, in the middle proportions, in 
representatives of different races of man, cannot therefore be understood as a 
greater or lesser approximation to the body proportions of the human apes." (Ibid., 
p.70.) Virchow says in 1878 in his speech on the freedom of science: "Only ten years 
ago, if one found a skull in peat or in pile dwellings or in caves, one believed to find 
wonderful features of a wild, still quite undeveloped state in it. One smelled a 
monkey's air. But this has gradually been lost more and more. Indeed, positively we 
must acknowledge that there is still a sharp line of demarcation between man and 
ape." At the 27th meeting of the Anthropological Society, Prof. Ranke declared, "that 
neither the Pithecanthropus nor any other anthropoid ape shows us the typical 
characteristics of pre-humans." (Pfennigsdorf: Christus im modernen Geisterleben, 
p. 46.) The famous Pithecanthropus erectus, which Hackel demonstrates with such 
certainty, consists of a whole molar, a thigh-bone, and a skull-cap, which Virchow 
considers to be that of an ape. 


6. How did the soul and consciousness come into being? 

The Holy Scripture says: "And God the LORD made man of a lump of earth, 
and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life. And so man became a living soul." 

Evolutionism says: "At the moment of fertilization or conception, not only the 
plasma bodies of the gametes (ovulum and sperm) and their nuclei fuse, but also the 
souls of the gametes. 
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That is, the tension forces, which are contained in both and are inseparably bound 
to the matter of the plasma, unite to form a new tension force, the 'soul germ’ of the 
newly formed stem cell". (W. 161.) "By this fact alone the old myth of the immortality 
of the soul is refuted." (W. 161.) Consciousness is a part of psychic activity. It is a 
vital property of every cell, and therefore not a "thoroughly transcendental system," 
but a physiological or neurological problem, because "true consciousness (thinking 
and reasoning) is to be found only in those higher animals which possess a 
centralized nervous system and sense organs of a certain level of development. "The 
consciousness of the most highly developed apes, dogs, elephants, etc., differs from 
that of man only in degree, not in kind." "Consciousness is therefore a part of the 
higher activity of the soul, and as such depends on the normal structure of the organ 
of the soul in question, the brain." (W. 211. 212.) 

Science says: "The most eminent experts on the nature of man admit without 
reservation that our present chemical-physical knowledge is not sufficient to give us 
even the most schematic picture of how the substances and forces known to us in 
the nerve substance, or let us say more generally in the protoplasm, can explain the 
movements of life and still less even the simplest psychic movements. No one 
among our contemporaries knows the exact questions of physiology and at the same 
time the exact results of physiological-chemical research better than Hoppe-Seyler, 
whose independent achievements in each of the relevant fields receive the fullest 
recognition from all sides. And yet even this famous physiologist and chemist, like 
Du Bors-Reymond and others of the greatest masters before him, feels impelled to 
set forth in unvarnished words his full ignorance in this direction." "He says at the 
end of his masterly expositions of the chemical-physiological relations of the nervous 
system in his 'Physiological Chemistry’: 'For calculating deliberation, reflection (that 
is, "thinking") a connection with physical movements, as it seems to me, is not to be 
found at all."" (Ranke: Der Mensch, Vol. |, pp. 494. 495.) Darwin himself confesses 
in his "Origin of Species": "| have nothing to do with the origin of mental powers, nor 
with the origin of life itself." And the philosopher Adickes states with all certainty: "As 
little as thoughts and sensations are in themselves movements and appear only 
subjectively physical, just as little is movement capable of producing something 
psychic." "It is necessary to let oneself be penetrated by knowledge and to think it 
through to the end: moving matter with its purely external relations of quantity, 
position, and motion on the one hand, consciousness, inner states on the other, are 
separated from one another by such a gulf. 
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that no bridge leads from over there to over there. Whoever has grasped this 
fundamental fact and keeps before his eyes all that lies in it and follows from it, for 
him materialism is a vanquished standpoint." (Kant contra Hackel, p. 30. 31.) 

So much for the "A. E. L. K." The passages cited show that not only the world- 
view of Christianity, but also science, stands in opposition to evolutionism. Just as 
the assault of the higher critics has only served to show to all the world how firm and 
well-founded is the fortress of the divine Word, so also the struggle which 
evolutionists have waged against the Bible in the name of natural science has not 
been able to weaken the divine prestige of the Holy Scriptures. The Bible has 
remained the victor in the battle against evolutionism. And the representatives of 
science, some of whom were nothing less than devout Christians, have seen 
themselves compelled to reject evolutionism and thus to prove the Bible right. And 
so it will remain. Prof. Reinke writes: "The natural scientist who deduces according 
to the methods of induction and analogy will find in the attribution of the existence 
and properties of organisms to a creative Deity not only the most comprehensible, 
but the only conceivable explanation; to him it follows with convincing logic from the 
facts." The same: "The thinking naturalist will always come to the conclusion that life 
on our planet must have had a parentless beginning, that the first cells must have 
arisen from inorganic material. Since this cannot happen through spontaneous 
generation, there is nothing left for the natural scientist's need for causality but to 
conclude that an intelligence once intervened in the course of nature, an intelligence 
that must, however, tower far above that of man 


Ecclesiastical contemporary history. 


1. America. 


Anticipation of church fellowship. The communion of faith in prayer, worship, and the 
Lord's Supper is the usus of the unity of faith. To cultivate such brotherly fellowship of faith is a 
lovely thing and a blessed enjoyment here on earth. But the more grateful we are to God for this 
happiness, the more we should be careful not to enjoy it contrary to law and God's Word. Prayer 
and church fellowship have as their prerequisite unity of faith. God has expressly forbidden us 
to cultivate ecclesiastical fellowship with those who do not agree with us in the truth. In addition, 
the anticipation of church fellowship is hypocritical and denies divine truth. The Free 
Conferences at Watertown, Milwaukee, and Detroit, 
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whose purpose was not enjoyment, but the establishment of the hitherto non-existent unity of 
faith, were therefore not opened with common prayer and worship. One did not want to anticipate 
what, according to the divine order, should follow as the fruit of unity. The unionist synods 
assembled in Pittsburg (General Council, General Synod, and United Synod of the South), of 
course, acted differently. Their purpose, it is true, was also, as Dr. Jacobs pointed out in his 
address, to establish unity. But the usus of this unity to be established they have anticipated and 
pre-co-opted. They anticipated the ecclesiastical fellowship in prayer and worship, which should 
follow the unity of faith, unionistically and syncretistically. And especially in the papers from the 
circles of these unionist synods, the synodal conference is once and again severely and bitterly 
reproached for not being willing to open the inter-synodal conferences with common prayer and 
worship. Vr. Butler of the Evangelist laments the "prayerless conference” in Detroit. (As if there 
were only communal prayers!) A similar tone of complaint and accusation is raised by almost all 
the papers of the above-mentioned synods. Yes, even lowans and Ohioans, who have broken 
off church fellowship with Missouri and have declared the Missouri doctrine of conversion and 
election by grace to be church-dividing, join in this incomprehensible complaint. In Pittsburg, too, 
one could not find oneself in the supposedly "unchristian" and "unbrotherly" conduct of Missouri. 
Dr. Jacobs was the most fanatical in his judgment. The Lutheran Observer of April 15 reported, 


“At this point Rev. Dr. G. W. Sandt, Philadelphia, proposed sending a message of greeting 
to Detroit, where the Missourians, the Joint Synod, and others are holding a conference. Dr. 
T. E. Schmauk opposed the motion on the ground that these bodies treat our overtures with 
contempt. Dr. Jacobs said it had been reported that the people at the Detroit conference had 
failed at a former conference to have common prayer, and that that was the only question he 
was willing to discuss with them. He stated that when they were ready to pray with him, he 
would enter into communication with them. After some parliamentary discussion as to the 
proper disposition of the motion it was withdrawn." Dr. Jacobs thus makes common prayer 


and worship the conditio sine qua non of the negotiation of unity of faith. He first requires the 
usus of unity before he will go to the question of whether unity exists or is producible. Not only 
is he willing to cultivate ecclesiastical communion with those who do not yet agree with him in 
the faith, but he tyrannically demands the same as a precondition of any negotiation about unity 
of faith, even from those who, for conscience’ sake, insist that ecclesiastical communion must 
follow unity of faith. Thus unionism in Dr. Jacobs, who has no understanding whatsoever for the 
protection of conscience, assumes a form that is as crass as it is intolerant. Should there ever 
be negotiations between the Synodal Conference and the Concil, one of the main subjects of 
the negotiations will, however, be: Unionism, or communion of prayer and worship with those of 
other faiths. If, however, the Concil requires of us that we first defile ourselves with practical 
unionism, before it negotiates with us on the question: whether unionism is Lutheran, then, God 
willing, it shall never come to negotiations with the Concil. We consider Dr. Jacobs' demand to 
anticipate church fellowship an immoral imposition and reject it as such. Yes, we would also like 
to go on pilgrimage to the heavenly fatherland arm in arm with the Conciliar, but the price Jacobs 
demands 
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(disobedience to God, dishonesty to ourselves, and denial of known truth), is too high for us. To 
us, to refer to an analogy, the anticipation of ecclesiastical communion before and for the 
establishment of ecclesiastical unity is as immoral and reprehensible as the anticipation of 
marriage before the lawful engagement and marriage. Ecclesiastical communion in prayer and 
worship should at all times follow faith unity, never precede it. In this we remain. We do not make 
Dr. Jacobs' condition, which is as immoral as it is intolerant. By the way, does Dr. Jacobs apply 
his principle of common prayer and worship as the conditio sine qua non of negotiations on 
unity of faith to sects and papists, Jews and Turks, - or does it apply only to Missourians? F. 
B. 

The Pittsburg Conference - so writes the Reading "Kirchenblatt" of May 14 - is an 
instructive example of the fact that the former differences between the General Council and the 
General Synod have to a large extent been forgotten today, and that both church bodies have 
gradually changed their former position towards each other. But the same observation can be 
made elsewhere. Wherever one looks, the forces have shifted, the lines of demarcation are 
blurred and often no longer recognizable. Years ago the change of delegates was reintroduced. 
At the head of the General Council's heathen mission in India there is at present a man who 
belongs to the General Synod. Concerning the native mission work a common agreement has 
been reached. In the Luther League, at church celebrations and social gatherings, pastors and 
laymen from both church bodies cultivate ecclesiastical fellowship with each other as if there 
were no longer any differences. These are all signs of the times, and even a dull eye can see 
them. But do they really signify the dawn of a new day, a brighter and better future for our 
Church? We doubt it very much. The strength of the Lutheran Church lies in its confession 
according to the Scriptures. A synod is faithful only if it brings all its doctrine and practice into 
harmony with the Lutheran confession. Ecclesiastical fellowship between individual synods, 
however, is essentially confessional fellowship; it presupposes that the synods in question are 
in complete agreement with one another in all matters of doctrine and practice and can therefore 
recognize one another as Lutherans faithful to the confession. These are principles about which 
there is really no need to say anything more. But what about their application? The joint 
conferences between the General Synod and the General Council were established in order to 
bring about greater unity between these two "bodies" of the Church. They rest, therefore, on the 
premise that there is not yet agreement on all points. But what are the points in question? What 
is there agreement on and what is there disagreement on? Here the difficulties and ambiguities 
begin. Is it individual doctrines on which there has been disagreement in the past? One will not 
be able to answer this question easily in the affirmative. The General Synod was, and still is, a 
unionistic body, harbouring under its roof the most heterogeneous elements, and tolerating in its 
midst the most widely divergent views. It cultivates "fraternal" communion with the sects with 
great zeal, has always had a broad conscience in general, and boasts of its advanced American 
Lutheranism in the process. Their whole creation is quite unclear, unhealthy and blurred. If this 
is correct, then at a joint conference, which had the express purpose of initiating an 
understanding between the separated church bodies, only one topic was allowed to come up for 
discussion, and this had to be something like (the exact wording is not important to us here): 
How does a faithful 
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What is the position of the Lutheran Synod on the Confession, and what are the consequences 
for church practice? It would certainly not have been difficult for both parts to formulate the 
position of each church body precisely and clearly in a number of theses on the basis of such or 
similar topics. In doing so, the points of difference would have been discussed, we would have 
strengthened ourselves in our confession, which we certainly need, we would have given 
testimony before others, and - above all - we would have known where we stand with the General 
Synod and how we stand with one another. How unclear, how unsatisfactory, on the other hand, 
is everything that has been said so far about the purpose and goal of the joint conferences! We 
take the liberty of drawing attention to a few points. The differences have been deliberately put 
aside, but one still wants to come to an understanding. Is that not a contradiction in terms, a 


contradictio in adjecto? What does one still want to come to an understanding about, if precisely 
the disputed questions are excluded from the discussion from the outset? Are we not driving 
around haphazardly and aimlessly - if you'll pardon the expression - with a stick in the fog? What 
has not been negotiated about! Besides all kinds of theological questions about things that have 
little or nothing to do with doctrine. If one continues on this path, one will never reach the goal, 
that is, a godly agreement will never be reached. There is another point to which we would like 
to refer. One wants to negotiate "about the underlying principles which are included in our 
common confession. We understand this somewhat obscure sentence to mean that the 
understanding sought is to take place on the basis of the common confession. But how can one 
make something the basis on which one has not in fact yet come to an agreement? For in what 
does the "common" confession consist? It is well known that the General Synod professes only 
the Augsburg Confession, but rejects the other confessions of the Lutheran Church as not 


binding upon it. If, however, the expression "common confession" is to be applied to the 
Augsburg Confession alone, it must first be made clear how far the agreement actually goes, for 
the General Synod is content with the declaration that "the fundamental doctrines of the divine 
word" are correctly presented in the Augsburg Confession, without saying that all the articles 
presented in the Augsburg Confession are really fundamental articles. Here, first of all, clarity 
would have to be established before one could go even one step further. But it is quite 
incomprehensible to us when Dr. Jacobs, in his introductory address, speaks of the necessity to 
restate the old confessions for our time. What does this mean? Does Dr. Jacobs really hold the 
opinion that the confessions of our church no longer meet the demands of the present, that we 
therefore need a new confession? Or is it even the siren song of modern theology that we hear 
in this music of the future? Such fears do not seem to be entirely groundless. All sorts of strange 
speeches were made at the Pittsburgh Conference, if reports are to be believed. A lecture by Dr. 
J. A. W. Haas on "The Position of the Lutheran Church on the Holy Scriptures" has already raised 
much dust, and will probably raise still more dust when it first appears in print. Is perhaps the 
doctrine of inspiration presented in it, which at any rate differs from that of our fathers in 
considerable points, to become a piece of the new confession? 
F.B. 

How does Calvinistic calling and conversion differ from Lutheran calling and 

conversion? One accuses the Missouri Synod of having a Calvinistic doctrine 
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from calling and conversion. But those who make this charge are lying, or they do not 
know what Calvinism is. In the Presbyterian of 20 April we find 


There is an article with the title "The Inward Call”. In it three points in particular are mentioned 
which are essential to the Calvinistic doctrine of conversion. All three, however, we heartily reject. 


As to the first point, the Presbyterian writes: "In effecting the wondrous change (conversion), 
the Spirit operates immediately and supernaturally. His agency is more than the moral 
influence that adheres to his truth, or than his moral influence heightening the moral influence 
of the truth objectively presented, or than a mere excitation of the natural powers of the soul. 
It is direct.. The Spirit acts upon the soul from within, implanting by his creative power a new 
moral nature, or principle of action. He employs persuasions, enlightens the mind, renews the 
will and changes the heart. He works within a spiritual apprehension so that Christ becomes 
the chief among ten thousand and the one altogether lovely, and holiness excellent and 
desirable. He operates on the will so that its motions tend resolutely and constantly toward 


God's ways." Here it is denied that God calls and converts by the Word, and asserted that the 
Holy Spirit works conversion directly. Missouri, on the other hand, teaches that the Holy Spirit is 
only active through Word and Sacrament, and that everything that is fabricated about the calling 
and activity of the Spirit, apart from the means of grace, is ravings and Satanic deception. At the 
same time, the above passage shows that Calvinists have a false conception of the nature of 


conversion and regeneration. To them it is essentially "implanting a new moral nature, or 
principle of action," while according to Lutheran doctrine it is essentially production of the 
beatific faith which takes hold of the forgiveness of sins. - On the second point, the Presbyterian 
says: "This internal call cannot fail. It is not in vain. Mighty agencies are at work. Life is 
given to the law, which fastens upon the soul a deep conviction of its sin and misery and 
brings the sinner into willing attention to the divine voice. The Gospel comes home with 
living and telling force. It becomes the good seed which the Spirit causes to germinate and 
bear fruit. He exerts his omnipotence, and overcomes all resisting influences and forces. 
Grace enters the soul, and Christ is followed. The call came to Matthew to leave the receipt 
of custom and become a disciple, and at once there was the instant response. God's call cannot 


miscarry. It is heard and obeyed." Here, then, it is taught that the divine call is never in vain. The 
very opposite is taught by Missouri: man has and retains the terrible power of resisting the call 
and effect of God, and of the majority of the called this also happens according to the word: 
"Many are called, but few are chosen." Jerusalem was called, repeatedly called of God, but she 
set her evil will against God's counsel for her blessedness, and so frustrated the gracious purpose 


of God. - Of the third point, the Presbyterian writes: "God in spiritually and graciously calling 
his people acts in harmony with their nature. He does not destroy their free will, nor treat 
them as mere machines. ‘Enlightening their minds and renewing their wills, he persuades and 
enables them to embrace Jesus Christ as he is offered to them in the Gospel,’ yet in a way no 
violence is done to their natures... The Spirit of God does his work sweetly-draws 'with the 
cords of a man and with the bands of love.' He shows the need of Christ as a Savior and 
Master; works faith in him; removes difficulties; entreats and woos. He uses no compulsion. 
He drags or forces no one. If the 
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blind man's eyes are opened, he needs no compulsion to see the light and partake of its 
benefits. The Spirit, illumines by restoring sight to the soul, when it joyfully and willingly 
basks in the sunlight of righteousness. God never seizes any man by the head and the 
shoulders and forces him against his will into his Kingdom, but brings his truth with such 
clearness and cogency to the mind that he must yield assent, and so effectually influences his 
will by the charms of his love and kindness that he cannot reject them, but yields voluntarily 
to his winning power." "He MUST yield assent," "he CANNOT reject them"-this is the Calvinistic 


gratia irresistibilis, which Missouri also heartily rejects. Missouri teaches that man, before as 


well as after his conversion, may at any time resist the effect of grace, thwart it, and thrust grace 
from him. - The accusation of Calvinism against Missouri is not really about Calvinistic features 
in Missouri's doctrine, but it is directed against the genuine Lutheran doctrine that conversion 
and blessedness depend, not on man's conduct, but solely on God and His grace. Because 
Missouri does not want to be synergistic, therefore - so the unjust opponents of Missouri have 
decided - therefore Missouri should and must be Calvinistic. 

F. B. 


"The Protestant Episcopal Church has been considering for more than 20 years 
whether it is time to change its name. The rapidly spreading High Church party considers the 
present official title, especially the attribute "Protestant", as a stain. Others call the title a 
"misnomer" and sectarian, to be replaced by another as soon as possible. Among these is the 
Churchman. \n place of the old title has been suggested: The Church, Church of America, 


Catholic Church, American Catholic Church, American Church, National Church, etc. The 


last "General Convention” had appointed a Committee "On Change of Name." Its task was to 


inquire among the congregations whether a change of name was desirable, and to pass 
judgment accordingly. This has now been done. On the basis of the inquiries made, the verdict 


is: "That any change of the name of this Church at this time is inexpedient." That they have 
the people behind them is something of which the crumbling priests in the Episcopal churches 
cannot particularly boast. They do it like the sovereigns did in former times. Cujus regio, ejus 
teligio - so they think and impose their papism on the people. The above-mentioned Committee 


as such makes no further proposals and thus regards the whole question as settled. But several 
members of the Committee are not satisfied with this. They do not want this question to be put 


to rest. In special statements they say: "that the Church may earn for itself a different title, and 
they desire to do their utmost to help the Church to earn a different title, and to earn it 


quickly." (The Churchman, May 14.) The High Churchmen will see to it that the question of the 


name is kept in flux. But when one considers the matter, one does not understand why the 
Episcopalians would want to change their official name. It would be difficult for them to find a 


more appropriate name, "Protestant Episcopal’ - this title perfectly expresses the contradiction 
which is characteristic of the Episcopalians, namely that they want to be papist and Protestant at 
the same time. As for the titles proposed to replace "Protestant Episcopal,” the Episcopal Church 


cannot adopt any of them without putting a permanent brand of falsehood on its forehead. If, 
however, the Episcopalians wish at all costs to acquire a new 
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stick names, why don't they call themselves "The Church of Henry VIII"? At any rate, a certain- 
weighty untruth would not pronounce this etiquette. F.B. 
Concerning the marriage of divorced persons, Bratton, Bishop of the Episcopal Church 
in Mississippi, declared: "He would proceed canonically against any rector who should unite 
in marriage divorced persons, except as permitted by canon. He expressed the conviction that 
those are right who maintain that our Lord's words do not admit of an interpretation which 
would allow the marriage of divorced persons for any cause whatsoever. While the canons 
allow a clergyman to marry persons divorced for the one cause, they do not require him to 
do so. As a matter of personal privilege, he would refuse if asked to marry a person divorced 
for any cause during the life of the other party, and he believed that any clergyman would be 


right in declining to do so." This is obviously an untenable position: In its "eanona" the 
Episcopal Church permits such to marry as are divorced for the sake of fornication, and at the 
same time teaches that Christ has forbidden any marriage of divorced persons! The goal that 
the Episcopalians are aiming at is the total abolition of divorced marriages, both in the state and 
in the church. Resolutions to this effect have been passed at almost all diocesan conventions. 
In Washington, a committee was also appointed to work for uniform action by all Christian 
communities in the marriage of divorced persons. And in Tennessee it was resolved to call upon 
the legislature to enact stricter marriage laws. Similar resolutions were passed in other states. 
But as the Episcopalians, when they absolutely reject any marriage of divorced persons, add to 
God's word, so they do not care to subtract from God's word. Of the California diocese, the 


Churchman of May 14, from which we have taken the above, reports that it has established a 
"House of Churchwomen to sit with the next convention," and remarks: "The experiment will 
be watched with great interest, not only in this country but in England, where the franchise 


for women is one of the most eagerly discussed questions of ecclesiastical policy. " 
F.B. 
Religion in the State Schools. In Kansas the Supreme Court rendered the following 


decision in the Billiard suit of Topeka: "A public school teacher Who, for the purpose of 
squeaking the pupils and preparing them for their regular studies, repeats the Lord's Prayer 
and the Twenty-third Psalm as a morning exercise, without comment or remark, in which 
none of the pupils is required to participate, is not conducting a form of religious worship, or 
teaching sectarian or religious doctrines." To this the Churchman remarks: "It doubtless 
represents the opinion of a very large majority of the people of Kansas, and of almost every 
State in the Union." F.B. 


il. Abroad. 


“The Immanuel Synod," writes the Old Faith, "convenes its last meeting in Magdeburg 
from May 3 to 8. The main subject of the meeting is the conclusion of the peace negotiations 
with the Breslau Synod, as well as the confirmation of the agreements made in the individual 
congregations. Even at the last hour, the blessed work of peace was not spared the fire of 
contestation. Attempts were made to attack the foundation of the union as contrary to God's 
Word and the confession. It was, however, easy for the leading personalities to deny the 
misconceptions. 
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We hope, therefore, that the reconciliation will be brought to a happy conclusion in Magdeburg 
and that all difficulties, which are not easy to overcome in view of the often rather complicated 
circumstances, will be overcome. We therefore hope that in Magdeburg it will be possible to 
bring the reconciliation to a happy conclusion and to remove all difficulties, which are not easy 
to overcome in the often rather complicated circumstances, in a spirit of peace and harmony. 
The negotiations of the Immanuel Synod are to be followed by those of the General Synod of 
Breslau. If it too gives its consent to the individual provisions, the new order will actually be 
carried out and the rift that has brought so much concern, harm and ridicule to our Lutheran 
Church will finally be closed." Yes, but unfortunately not, as "L. u. W." showed in his day, ina 
God-pleasing manner. F. B. 

The proclamation of the "German Protestant Church Order", which has been greeted 
with great jubilation and effusive praise in Protestant Germany, reads as follows: "By the 
Imperial Law of March 8, 1904, § 2 of the Law, concerning the Order of the Society of Jesus, of 
July 4, 1872, has been repealed. Thus the authority of the State Governments to deny or order 
the stay in certain districts or places of Germany of domestic members of the Order or of the 
Orders and Congregations similar to it has ceased, whereas the authority to expel foreigners is 
in future subject to the general laws of the Lander. § 1 of the law has remained in force. 
Therefore the Order of the Society of Jesus remains excluded from the territory of the German 
Reich also in the future, and the establishment of branches of the same is prohibited. 
Furthermore, the announcement of the Federal Council of July 5, 1872, according to which the 
members of the Order are not to be permitted to exercise religious activity, especially in church 
and school, nor to hold missions, has not been repealed. The restriction of the freedom of 
movement of the Jesuits, which took place in 1872, was, like the exclusion of the Order from 
the territory of the German Empire, regarded as an act of the State's emergency defense against 
the disastrous activity of the Jesuits. Even now, the reasons that led to the enactment of the 
Jesuit Law at that time are regarded on the Protestant side as continuing unchanged in 
undiminished force. This explains why the view that the confessional conditions in Germany no 
longer make this restriction seem necessary, and the lifting of the restriction by the accession 
of the Bundesrat to the resolution of the Reichstag of February 1, 1899, have caused 
widespread and profound concern in the Protestant congregations. The concern that there is a 
serious danger here for peace in German lands and for the justified interests of the Protestant 
Church is based on the goals and institutions of the Society of Jesus known from history and 
the ruthless pursuit of its purposes. Its members would now find unhindered, even if without 
branches, yet individually and in community, in many cases also on paths already trodden, the 
opportunity to exercise an activity endangering the peace and freedom of the German people 
in the field of youth education, family pastoral care and confession, as well as by exerting 
influence on persons outstanding in status, office and property. The resolution of the German 
Protestant Church Committee of February 18 of this year, passed in the interest of the common 
interests of Protestant Germany, was based on the same concern that was expressed in the fall 
of the previous year by other appointed parties. Since it has no longer received attention, we 
turn to the Protestant congregations with a word of admonition and encouragement in view of 
the latest events, which have come as a complete surprise even to us. It is not the repeal of § 
2 which is in reality the sole object and 
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This is the reason for the profound agitation among the Protestant people, even though with that 
paragraph a precautionary means of protection and a defensive weapon for the protection of the 
Protestant Church's interests has been removed. The real reason for this lies at the same time in 
the fear that the elimination of § 2 would only form a further link in the actual development of 
church-political conditions in the German Empire; a series of concessions in favor of the Roman 
Church for a long time would mean a danger for the Protestant Church and would not be able to 
serve public peace, as well as the unclouded coexistence of the confessions. In connection with 
the presumptuous attitude of ultramontanism, which does not spare even the honor of Luther and 
the Reformation, we feel the decision of the Bundesrat as a serious reminder that the excessive, 
ever-growing ultramontane claims and efforts hostile to Protestantism, which seek to enforce in 
every way the goals aimed at the sole rule of the Roman Church, will be duly rejected. In response 
to the repeal of § 2 of the Law on the Order of the Society of Jesus in the Prussian Diet, the 
Catholic side has already declared that it will not rest until the entire law has been repealed. 
However, we gladly adhere to the assurance repeatedly given by high authorities that the 
admission of branches of the Order of the Society of Jesus is without exception regarded by the 
allied governments as 'not possible and not advisable’. In the same way we also trust that the 
initiative motion of the Centre of November 23, 1900 (the so-called Tolerance Motion), which has 
again been introduced in the Reichstag in regard to the freedom of religious practice, will not find 
a concession on the part of the Bundesrat, after the unacceptability of the motion had already 
been declared on its behalf at the first reading. We are confronted here with an attempt to interfere 
in the law of the state churches, which threatens to be seriously dangerous, and by which not 
only the order of the confessional education of children is to be detached from the law and the 
supervision of the individual states, but in particular also the sovereign right of the state vis-a-vis 
the recognized religious communities is to be impaired. In view of such grave concerns, what 
attitude may be expected of our Protestant congregations? The time in which the Protestant 
Church is presently placed is serious. It must accept many disappointments and dangers, many 
trials and sufferings from God's hand and, looking to Him, see to it that they, too, serve to prove 
its strength of faith and to purify itself. Even in difficult times, evangelical Christians will not cease 
to love their fatherland, to honor the authorities, to obey the laws. They will not refrain from self- 
examination to what extent they, too, have contributed in their part to the state of affairs we 
deplore by lacking the appreciation of the ideal goods of the people, especially the warm practice 
of the evangelical faith and evangelical loyalty. How much religious indifference and discord, how 
much deplorable apostasy weakens our strength. Therefore, it is not in useless complaints and 
accusations - in the strengthening of faith, in the increase of the ecclesiastical sense of honor, in 
the faithful fulfillment of duty, also in civic and state life, that we must seek the power of resistance 
against powerful opponents. The Church of the Reformation, in which freedom of conscience and 
the education and morality of the newer centuries have their strong roots, need not fear the 
struggle it does not seek. However, it needs two things in the face of the powerful Rome and the 
efforts of the 
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Ultramontanism. In spite of the differences and contrasts that pervade our church, which unites 
evangelical freedom with evangelical truth, it is our sacred duty to stand together with one accord 
in looking to the Lord Jesus Christ, the one head of all Christendom, and for our part to stand 
united and vigilant for the precious heritage of the Reformation in the home and congregation, 
as well as in public life. At the same time, however, it is an indispensable task to build and 
maintain a congregational life that is nourished by God's Word, strengthened by the practice of 
faith and the work of love, and firm in faithfulness and unity. In the words of the apostle Paul, 
then, in the midst of our present concerns, we address to our congregations an urgent 
admonition and request: Be diligent to keep unity in the Spirit through the bond of peace! Be 
strong in the Lord and in the power of His might! April, 1904." - Even the "Christl. Welt" itself 
judged this rally: "In the history of the Protestant state and regional churches, such a decisive 
statement by state church officials in the face of a state action has not been seen for decades, 


and many will not have trusted it to the committee. It is, after all, de lege lata, a finished law. This 
protest may be welcome to the Prussian-German government insofar as it expects from it a 
certain calming of the unrest existing among the Protestant people, but in any case it is to be 
welcomed with joy and respect primarily as a sign of the independence of the new ecclesiastical 
body vis-a-vis the state." The "Old Faith" is more sober in its judgment when it writes: "But the 
phrase-like vagueness in which the rally moves is downright embarrassing. It must be 
acknowledged that it gives room to the spirit of repentance. For without serious, deep-rooted 
repentance and change of heart, German Protestantism cannot be helped. Likewise it deserves 
our sincere applause that the committee points above all to the positive expenditures, 
‘strengthening of faith, increase of the ecclesiastical sense of honor, faithful fulfillment of duty in 
civil as well as in state life," and rejects mere thundering against Rome no less than useless 
complaints and accusations. But why no clear, unmistakable confession of the divine foundations 
of the Protestant national churches, the faith in Jesus Christ, the Incarnate, Crucified, Risen and 
Exalted One, according to the Scriptures? One speaks of a ‘Church of the Reformation’ without 
considering" that it seems very questionable how many German Landeskirchen still have the 
right to claim their full harmony with the principles of the German Reformation. One speaks of 
an ‘inheritance of the Reformation’ without even hinting with a syllable what is to be understood 
by it, the ‘right of free inquiry' according to famous patterns or the evangelical way of salvation, 
the justification of the sinner by grace through faith in the free grace of God in Jesus Christ. 
Jesus Christ is called the 'one Head of all Christendom’ and it is left to each reader to decide 
how he wants to imagine this Head, as the exalted one at the right hand of the Father or asa 
faded spiritual greatness. This misty curial style has its deeper reasons. The 'German Protestant 
Church Committee’ does not want to see the yawning gulf which divides German Protestantism 
into two worlds. It wants unity and unity 'in spite of all the diversity and contrasts which pervade 
our church, which unites evangelical freedom with evangelical truth'. Hence this vagueness, 
which must not speak definitely, because otherwise it would immediately challenge the 
opposition of the moderns! Under her broad mantle all are sheltered, the old believers as well as 
the new believers. Only with the great difference that some understand by the same words the 
very opposite of what is meant by the same words. 
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the others mean. But it is self-evident that Jesuitism cannot be attacked with such blunt weapons. 
He is afraid of the truth, but not of an artificial unity at the expense of the revealed truth of 
salvation. When the 'German Protestant Church Committee’ therefore calls upon the 
congregations to 'stand united and vigilant for the precious heritage of the Reformation in home 
and congregation as well as in public life," one can only wish that its members themselves lead 
by shining example. To sign the committee's proclamation today, and tomorrow to sign a decree 
in which the equal rights of the various directions are acknowledged as an actual practice, is too 
reminiscent of the same spirit against whose onslaught the Protestant congregations are to be 
armed! 

Conflicts between the community slaves and the regional church. Last year, "Lehre 
und Wehre" reported on the verdict of the community people in Blankenburg on Dr. Lepsius. 
Lepsius had shamefully put the knife of criticism to the Old Testament. The people of the 
community did not put up with this. Without much ado, and without caring for the proper mode 
of church discipline, Dr. Lepsius was expelled. The result was that Dr. Lepsius publicly took up 
arms against the community people. The rift was widened by the writing of "Eine gefahrdrohende 
Allianz" ("An Alliance Threatening Danger"), written by the community leader P. Dammann. The 
first part of this writing protests against Ladenburg's stinging unbelief and the applause he 
received from the unbelieving naturalists. In the second part, Father Dammann turns against the 
secularized national church, of which Ladenburg and his unbelieving comrades are members. 
Dammann says that the national church is "a society of unbelieving educated people a la 
Ladenburg, of modern heathens, of characterless hypocrites, of habitual, named, church-book, 
and Charsteitag Christians." The few who earnestly wanted to be Christians were "first of all in 
Christian associations, communities, and assemblies, and with people of the hour, and in extra- 
church circles." Through confirmation, says Dammann, "100,000 are confirmed out of the church 
every year. The confirmed children would not know what they were doing at the Lord's Supper, 
and would not have grasped the meaning of the confirmation vow. Father Horsthoff answered 
Father Dammann in an open letter. As the third from the ranks of the community people, Father 
Paul stood up with accusations against the deaconesses and deacons in the regional church 
institutions, of whom the majority "know nothing of Jesus" and on top of that mock the "converts". 
The institution of the communities, on the other hand, contains only "converted" deaconesses, 
for Father Paul claims that he and all converts are able to "look at the Holy Spirit in a person. Dr. 
Stécker publicly opposed him. Finally, Father Krawielitzki, likewise a representative of the 
communities, has made a bitter attack on the missionaries and mission schools of the Regional 
Church in his "Godly Deeds". According to the "A. E. L. K." he writes: "Many thousands of so- 
called mission workers (I do not exclude, God be lamented, the mission institutions of the outer 
mission) are sick with shallow, half, superficial Christianity and bring certain death to themselves 
and others to whom they should bring life, since they are a plaything of Satan. How is this? | can 
only find the answer that you give clearly enough in the Bible lessons you gave your sisters on 
the Epistle to the Romans, 'Practical Discipleship’: In most of the institutions of the outer, as well 
as the inner mission, the brothers and the sisters are not educated biblically. Of course, the 
institutions of the Inner Mission are the furthest behind. In these institutions (deaconesses' and 
deacons' institutions) one cultivates a (it is called biblical discipleship’). 
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difficult for me to say this, but it is true after all) Antichristenthum." To this attack Dr. Stoecker 
also replied, but not sine ir" st studio. - The hopes of an early understanding between the 
community people and the national church people have thus turned to water. The present bitter 
struggle points rather to future outright separation than rapprochement. The community people 
are right when they protest against the secularization of the regional churches, as well as against 
the obvious scoffers and false teachers on the regional church chairs and pulpits. They are also 
right when they are determined not to tolerate in their midst people who, like Dr. Lepsius, attack 
the Bible. But it is intolerable Pharisaism when they boast of their members as vain converts and 
indulge in immoderate judgments of others. They also break off their fight against unbelief and 
Bible criticism in the national churches by gladly tolerating false teachers of all shades, even 
deniers of inspiration, in their midst, as long as these only know how to speak in an anointed 
manner and to pretend to be "converts. F. B. 


System versus loci. In the present struggle for the analogia fidei, the system is often 
emphasized in contrast to the individual lool, the whole of Scripture in contrast to the individual 


sedes doctrinae, and harmony in contrast to the mysteries of faith. But this is a spirit which does 
not originate in the Holy Scriptures, not in Luther and the Lutheran Confession, nor actually in 
the Lutheran dogmatists, but in the scientific theology of Schleiermacher, in whom it was 
immediately evident that emphasis on the scientific system is synonymous with abandonment of 
the principle of Scripture. Kattenbusch, a Ritschlian, says in his paper "From Schleiermacher to 
Ritschl": "Schleiermacher's importance for theology lies first of all in the fact that he taught us the 
art of systematic thinking. This will remain a glory to him. There is no work of greater virtuosity 
of unified thought development in dogmatics than Schleiermacher's Glaubenslehre. As often as 
| return to it, for example, by making it the basis of the exercises in the seminary, | feel anew the 
stimulating power of this book. How simply, how firmly and surely Schleiermacher leads us into 
the task! No thought is superfluous, no thought that belongs to understanding is overlooked. The 
discussion of the fundamentals is concise, not always brief, but always taut. Soon the limits of 
the object become recognizable. The character of the object rises clearly and sharply before our 
eyes, the multiplicity that it combines in unity becomes clear, and then - how rich is the 
development of the individual moments; how simple in arrangement, how far-sighted in execution 
is Schleiermacher's disposition! One feels until the end as if under a spiritual spell, to which one 
nevertheless gladly surrenders. And finally, only the impression can remain that this work really 
shows what a system is, what a 'whole' means in dogmatics. This is a mere formal appreciation 
of the book. But form is of the greatest importance in dogmatics. Through Schleiermacher the 
old form of the loci was finally overcome. The orthodox Reformed theologians had much in 
advance of the Lutherans, from their master Calvin, in the ability to form a coherent, self- 
contained view of Christian things. But none of them had understood how to produce a truly 
unified system. They were in the end, like the Lutherans, simple traditionalists. Orthodoxy was a 
strict master. It permitted that the detail which it instructed should be organized, but it did not 
permit more; if pieces remained which could not be fitted into a construction in keeping with the 
style, then they did not remain few and far between. 
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The more conspicuous they were now, the more valuable they could seem. In the end, the 
authority of the Bible, the inspired word of God, covered everything, even the incomprehensible, 
the thought-provoking, this in advance - for these were evidently the actual mysteries of faith’. 


The Lutherans did not get beyond the most meagre attempts to produce a systema out of the 
loci. They did not even have that degree of unified intuition with respect to revelation which the 


Reformed possessed in the thought of the Corpus electorum, on the obtaining and preservation 


of which all things are aimed with God. As is well known, the leader of that group of Lutherans 
who in our day alone are still true orthodox in the sense of the seventeenth century, the so-called 
Missourians, C. F. W. Walther, has again expressly issued the slogan for dogmatics: only loci! 
This, he said, is the signature of revelation, that we learn only incoherent (?) 'pieces' of God's 
mysteries. If the German theologians, who do not want to concede to the Missourians that they 
are the more correct orthodox after the manner of the ‘fathers,’ if the so-called confessional 
theologians in Germany now freely rule and act in relation to tradition in a way quite different 
from that of the old theologians, if, of course, they also strive for a system, then they are under 
the influence of Schleiermacher. They also breathe the scientific atmosphere he produced in 
dogmatics." - A theologian who considers it a priori his self-evident task to build up a complete 
system from the sacred Scriptures is acting just as rationalistically as irrationalistically. 
Rationalistic, because he prescribes to God what he should give him theologically, and 
determines for himself what he will use of what is presented in Scripture. Irrationalistic, because 
the question whether and to what extent there is a system in Scripture can only be determined 
from the Bible itself. Incidentally, rationalism in theology is always and everywhere at the same 
time irrationalism. He who runs his mouth where God speaks makes himself a fool, every time, 
infallibly. This is certain to us a priori as well as a posteriori. F.B. 

The "celebration of the Lord's Supper" with individual chalices took place in 
Strasbourg on Green Thursday in four churches. The total number of participants was 450. The 
greatest participation was in the Church of St. Thomas. According to the "Strassb. Post", the 
celebration did not take place at or in front of the altar, but a table was set around which, in 
addition to the clergy, 24 guests each lined up, to whom the clergy then passed around bowls 
with hosts, which were then enjoyed together, while a clergyman spoke the words of institution. 
While the clergyman said the words of institution, each of the guests took a small chalice which 
the clergymen had previously filled and which was then emptied in response to the words of 
institution. A benediction followed, whereupon each offered his hand to his neighbour, and then 
resumed his seat. The chalices were then carried away by the two Sacristans and replaced by 
fresh ones, which the clergy immediately filled, whereupon the next 24 lined up around the 
communion table. While this was going on, the congregation sang a hymn verse. 

Concerning the movement against the common communion cup, A. Grotjahn in the 
"Medicinische Reform": That in the great, wide medicinal literature no case of transmission 
through the common use of the communion cup has ever been described, is quite forgotten. The 
burden of proving the possibility of infection in this case, too, is to be laid on those who assert it, 
and not on those who doubt it. The Oberkirchenrath is therefore to be commended to pay a sum 
of money to the physician who will find such a case of infection during the celebration of the 
Lord's Supper in the next ten years. 
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..iS able to prove without difficulty... The sum can easily be estimated at a few - 100,000 marks, 
since it will never be paid out. Of course, physicians and hygienists do not have the right to 
prescribe the organization of religious ceremonies. But they must be allowed to register this 
strange movement for the elimination of the communal communion cup as a symptom, not 
uninteresting in terms of cultural history, of the hygienic ideas, one-sidedly tuned out of fear of 
bacilli, about which our grandchildren will smile. F.B. 

What conceptions modern theologians have of JEsus is shown by Dr. Weber of 
Dresden in a lecture on the subject, "What Keeps Us with Jesus?" The "Sachsische Freikirche" 
writes: "This lecture is of an apologetic nature, and is intended to show that Jesus Christ, and 
he alone, is the Saviour and Redeemer of modern men, and will remain so for all time. In the 
first part of the lecture, which deals with the reasons 'that have caused many serious people of 
the 20th century to emancipate themselves from the Lord’, there is the following passage: 'Well, 
Jesus did not know, at least according to the available sources, the Copernican world view, of 
which every elementary school pupil knows today. He had wrong ideas about earth and sun, 
heaven and underworld, moon and stars. Further, like his Jewish contemporaries of that time, 
he had wrong ideas about some diseases of the human organism, especially about mental and 
nervous diseases, which were considered to be caused by the devil and demons - the story, for 
example, where a legion of demons drives into a herd of pigs, Marc. 5, 13, offers an undeniable 
offence to modern sensibilities. - Furthermore, Jesus was convinced that in the very near future 
a world catastrophe would break out, Marc. 9, 1. 13, 90. as He would come again on the clouds 
of heaven. Also here the Lord shared temporal views with His people, as we judge it today. We 
openly admit these limitations in the knowledge of Jesus. But is this a reason to regard his 
person as antiquated in his salvation-historical significance?" - A man with all kinds of false 
ideas may well be an example to us in some virtues, but never and never the Son of God and 
Saviour of the world. F. B. 

The "Old Faith" writes about the Marian Congregations or Jesuit student associations at 
grammar schools and universities, which together with the Jesuits have again found their way 
into the German Empire: "The best source to get to know the spirit of the Marian student 
congregations is the 'Sodalencorrespondenz fiir Marianische Congregationen’, published in 
Vienna and directed by the Jesuit Father Georg Harrasser. From it we take two significant 
pictures. They speak for themselves and need no further explanation. Under the heading 'The 
Best Exam' it is told: In the summer of 1874, at a secondary school in Toulouse, the 
baccalaureate examination was held. The candidates took their seats and the written papers 
began. A sixteen-year-old student also sat down with a modest, serious appearance and openly 
and chivalrously made a large sign of the cross. His comrades look at him, wonder, some sneer. 
The young man pretends not to see it. It gets even better! He pulls a small statue of the Mother 
of God out of his pocket and places it in front of him. The astonishment is, of course, even 
greater. The written papers are finished. The oral exam follows. The result is announced. Who 
was the first, and with such distinction that he was said not to have passed such a brilliant 
examination for years? It was that pious student of sixteen, the son of the commandant of 
Toulouse. 
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Army Corps, Salignac Fénélon.' However, we learn from Pope Leo XIII, whose name was 
entered in the Album of the Roman Archconfraternity on 8 December 1829: As Archbishop of 
Perugia he was anxious to introduce the May devotions in the whole diocese, which he had 
solemnly consecrated to the Immaculate Virgin. In 1853, when weeks of rain threatened to 
destroy the harvest, the Archbishop took refuge in a famous relic of Mary, her wedding ring, 
which is kept in the city. At a great ecclesiastical celebration he bestowed the blessing with it to 
all four points of the compass. And behold, at the fourth benediction, at the words: "May you, 
through the intercession and the merits of the Virgin Mary, grant your faithful friendly weather! A 
full sunbeam poured down upon the relic and the bishop. With that hour the change of weather 
took place." The purpose of the Marian Eongregations is to cultivate the service of Mary in order 
to feed fanaticism against Protestants and to raise the power of the Pabstacy. In the "General 
Rules" of these Congregations the first article reads: "All members of the Congregation are 
devoted to Mary as their dear Mother and powerful Protectress with a very special love and 
respect. They show this special devotion above all by striving to become like her sublime model 
through a virtuous, Christian way of life, disregarding all fear of man, encouraging one another 
in this noble endeavor by word and example, and cherishing a sincere desire to spread the 
glorification of their heavenly Mother to the best of their ability." The "Congregation Formula", 
which the candidate must read aloud on the day of his admission and then hand over in a 
personally written copy through the mediation of the Praeses to the Secretary for safekeeping 
in the archives, reads in its shorter form: "Holy Mary, Mother of God and Virgin, | choose thee 
this day as my Mistress, Protectress, and Advocate, and | firmly resolve never to leave thee, 
never to say or do anything against thee, nor to permit anything ever to be done by my subjects 
against thy honor. | beseech thee, therefore, accept me as thine eternal servant, stand by me in 
all my actions, and forsake me not at the hour of my death! Amen." The formula used by the 
secretary at the solemn reception into the Congregation is: "The present, animated by the desire 
to increase in devotion to Mary and also to lead others to do so, urgently ask to be received into 
our Congregation." And the one who is to be admitted vows: "| firmly resolve to serve you always 
in the future and to work to the best of my ability so that you may be served faithfully by all." It is 
evident that these congregations do not wish to spread piety, but rather the power of the papacy. 
FB: 


"In every French courtroom" - writes the "Old Faith" - "until very recent times an image 
of Ehristus was placed above the chair of the presiding judge. A decree just issued by the 
Minister has put an end to this state of things. The crucifixes are to be removed, as formerly from 
the schools, so now also from the courthouses. Opinions about the value of this measure are 
very divided. Socialists and radical hotspurs, freemasons and freethinkers break out in loud 
rejoicing. The Catholics, on the other hand, feel it to be a bitter blow which the government is 
striking against their conscience. A Lutheran pastor, asked for his opinion, answered that the 
removal of the images of Christ was painful to his heart, but understandable to his mind. Indeed, 
if all citizens were what they ought to be, namely, believing Christians, then 
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no image could be more appropriate in a courtroom than the image of the One who has 
triumphed over the greatest injustice and who will come to judge the living and the dead. But 
when one considers that the modern State no longer asks about the religion of its citizens, that 
the Jew or the atheist has equal rights with the Christian, that thousands have actually broken 
with the Christian faith, then one must admit that it corresponds better to the present state of 
affairs when no image of Christ looks out at the witness. But how long will the oath still be able 
to stand? If, when swearing, all belief in God is dispensed with, we would not know what the 
oath should actually mean any longer. It would no longer be an oath." To this we remark: 1. The 
prerequisite of the oath is not necessarily Christianity, but faith in general in an all-knowing and 
just God. 2. (2) It is a fact that in most civilized countries perjury has long been feared only to 
the extent that it is accompanied by secular penalties or threats. 
F.B. 

The "Hague Society for the Defense of the Christian Religion" asks as a prize question 
to be answered by December 15, 1905: "On what grounds is it supposed that we have in the 
Gospels no reliable description of Jesus’ preaching and life? What influence must the 
recognition have on the preaching of religion and its teaching?" - Here, then, no uninfluenced 
inquiry is demanded, but the result is anticipated in the statement of the subject. It is positively 
intolerable how extreme Dutch liberalism has succeeded in making this society its domain, and 
in hostile to Biblical truth under the assumed name of a society for the defence of the Christian 
religion. That the secretary, Dr. H. P. Berlayn in Amsterdam, has no feeling for the 
reprehensibility of such a false game is incomprehensible to us. 

(Ref.) 

The Pastoral Conference in Murtoa (Australia), in opposition to other church 
communities who want to introduce religious education in state schools, has published a 
statement in the newspapers based on the Scriptures, and has also sent a copy of it to Premier 
M. Irvine. The Declaration correctly says, 1. That the Holy Scriptures command parents to 
instruct children in the Christian Religion, and to bring them up in discipline and admonition to 
the Lord. (2) That the secular government has no right from God to exercise authority in matters 
of conscience, such as the Christian religion and Christian education, and therefore also not to 
introduce the Bible into the public schools. 3) A reading book, which also contains excerpts from 
Scripture, is in any case intended for religious instruction. 4) Religious instruction is not possible 
without coming to doctrinal differences, and a teacher will certainly teach his religious 
convictions to the children. (5) The Constitution of the State of Victoria, however, grants perfect 
religious liberty, against which the introduction of any religious instruction would be contrary. (6) 
Every ecclesiastical community shall maintain its own schools for religious instruction, as it is 
obliged to do. (E.-L. G.-B.) 

Was Noah's ark seaworthy? This much-negotiated question is now being discussed 
again. The best German seagoing ships, ocean giants and ‘racers like the Hamburg 
"Deutschland", are nowadays popular not only in the port cities, but throughout Germany and 
among all seafaring peoples. Yet Noah's Ark remains the most popular ship that has ever 
existed. It is therefore all the more interesting to ask whether Noah's Ark was a real, seaworthy 
ship according to the description given in the Bible. An answer to this 
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archaeological problem comes with one of the last numbers of the American shipping journal The 


American Syren and Shipping from the United States. 

ten, where the general interest in navigation had recently raised the question again. "Many 
shipwrights," writes the paper, "have written on the dimensions of the Ark, and all have come to 
the opinion that she has been an excellent ocean vessel, and equally a profitable and reliable 
carrier of cargo. Within the last ten years the Ark has been closely followed in general dimensions 
in the construction of American ocean or inland sea freighters; according to the Scriptures, the 
Ark was 480 feet long, 80 feet wide, and 48 feet deep, her tonnage was 11,413 tons; she had 
plenty of room for pairs of the various species of animals-244 according to Buffon's 
Classificirung-and could carry 1000 persons besides, and then had ample room for the 
accommodation of victuals. In the 17th century, Peter Jansen, a Dutchman, built a vessel of the 
exact proportions of the Ark, and this vessel, as the contemporaneous reports show, brought 
much money to its owners. Noah, 'the father of shipbuilding's origin, is held in high esteem by 
the shipbuilders of to-day; for they know how infinitely far behind the Phoenicians, Greeks, and 
Romans, and all other shipbuilders down to modern times, are the excellent type of vessel of the 
Ark, that comfortable, safe, and profitable vessel." 

Cremation of corpses. In Prussia there are now 34 associations for the promotion of 
cremation, as against 12 in 1899. Their purpose is precisely to induce the governments to 
recognize cremation and to permit the state clergy to participate in cremations. However, there 
is still little inclination to do this, for a variety of reasons. The Ministry of Justice in Prussia, for 
example, pointed out that since 1892 fifteen murderers had been convicted by excavation of the 
bodies. In Brunswick the Consistory has forbidden pastors to participate in cremations. They are 
not to attend either the transfer of the corpse for cremation or the burial of the ashes after 
cremation. F. B. 

The whistle of the locomotive, it is written from Jerusalem, will soon be heard for the first 
time in Nazareth and other Galilean cities which were the scene of the Saviour's life. From Haifa, 
a small seaside town below Mount Carmel, a railroad is being built to the Sea of Galilee. This 
railroad is to connect the Midland Sea with the existing railroad that goes north from the Sea of 
Galilee to Damascus and Mecca. Nominally these railways were built by the Sultan; but in reality 
they are German. All the engineers and employees of the leading positions are Germans. In 
Palestine, Syria, and the adjacent possessions of the Sultan, Germans live by the hundreds of 
thousands, and the trade is in fact in their hands. The new railroad will cut across the province 
of Galilee in northern Palestine, touching the New Testament sites of Capernaum, Cana, Mount 
Thabor, Saron, Bethsaida, and Magdala. The Germans expect that the new line will be very 
valuable for them, since it penetrates into the large area beyond the Jordan River. Thereby their 
goods can be brought on a short way from or to the Mediterranean Sea. One of the most 
important industries in this area is the manufacture of white oil soap. The small city of Haifa on 
the Mediterranean can be developed into a beautiful harbor, and in a short time large 
warehouses will rise on Mount Carmel. The straight distance from the Mediterranean to the Sea 
of Galilee is only 35 English miles. Then 
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the railway will go along the lake, as this will avoid the mountains; the navigation on the lake, 
which is now still carried on in very primitive boats, will then be carried on by steamers, which 
will also increase the importance of the railway. The principal station will be Nazareth, a 
flourishing city of 10,000 inhabitants, the majority of whom are Christians. (A. E. L. K.) 

The "Freimund" writes about the uprising of the Herero people in German South Africa: 
"The Herero people rose up against German rule. A number of settlers, men, women and 
children, were murdered. ... It is said that the stinging rebels should receive the punishment they 
deserve when the military force sent out to Africa intervenes. But the blame is not solely on the 
side of the natives. The behaviour of the white traders and adventurers against the blacks is 
often the opposite of philanthropy. Greed, extortion, and violence are the natives’ greatest 
bitterness. According to German missionaries, the Hereros are particularly discontented with the 
traders' borging practices. The traders force all kinds of goods on the blacks in Borg. With 
astonishing recklessness they make debts, but then the evil time comes for them, when the 
debts are collected. Partly the traders pay themselves by going into the debtor's kraal 
(homestead) and driving out as many cattle as they like. Other traders sue for their claims and 
the German authorities then have to collect them, which is not without hardship. About the 
behavior of the Germans in the colonies, a person familiar with the conditions speaks in the 
'Kéln. Zeitung’, which is by no means a narrow-minded paper. Although he professes to be an 
unconditional opponent of equality and fraternity between whites and coloreds, he emphatically 
emphasizes that if we, as gentlemen, want to be not only feared but also respected, we must 
not only be mindful of our rights as gentlemen, but also of our duties as gentlemen. Whoever 
demands respect from the blacks must set a good example and show that he is actually higher 
than the Negro. But this is often lacking, as will be described below: 'When out there drunken 
Europeans parade through the streets with wild noise and demand that the reviled policemen 
should escort them to disreputable houses, or even try to break into respectable houses 
themselves after black girls, every respectable European is ashamed of this. Or is it supposed 
to make a good impression and have an educational effect on the colored population when 
passing steamship passengers regard the harbor towns of the colony as a stomping ground for 
all kinds of mischief and allow themselves to be dragged on board, heavily drunk, by beach boys 
at the last moment before the steamship leaves? Even if such incidents were rare exceptions, 
which, however, is unfortunately not the case, they would be apt to do considerable injury to the 
reputation of the white raste, the more so as the former gentleman, the Arab, being a 
Muhammadan, was in the great majority quite sober. If the negro makes mischief in the streets 
while drunk, he comes to the station and, after he has slept off his intoxication, receives the well- 
deserved lesson. The European finds such involuntary police protection only at home. Outside, 
no one bothers him as a "master." - Among the Herero people, who have always been restless, 
the 'Rhenish Mission’ works under many difficulties, which are in any case increased by the 
uprising. The Kingdom work of God must often suffer disturbance through the guilt of men who 
hold out the truth in unrighteousness." 
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How and by what means can and should a Christian become 
certain of his eternal election? 


In No. 3 of the current issue of the "Theologische Zeitblatter" (May 1904), Dr. 
Stellhorn criticized some sentences of the article "Der allgemeine Gnadenwille und die 
Gnadenwahl" (The General Will for Grace and the Choice of Grace) in the February 
1904 issue of "Lehre und Wehre". In these lines we shall deal only with the last 
passage of Stellhorn's criticism, pp. 170-172, and following this we shall again discuss 
the question raised in the superscription, which is significant in itself. The passage in 
question reads as follows: 

In more than one respect it sounds surprising when it says on page 69 of the "Doctrine and 
Faith": "If a Christian is therefore in fear and anxiety" (from "Doctrine and Faith" is to be inserted: 
whether he will also be blessed, whether he also belongs to the elect), "if his Christian status 
becomes doubtful to him and begins to waver, then we fall back on the general promises of God's 
grace. This is a certain conclusion, which, of course, only faith understands and carries out: Thus 
God loved the world. Whether | have the right faith, that is the very question that torments me. But 
there is no question that | belong to the world, that | am a part of the lost world. Now God loved 
the world. So he also loved me, so he will also make me blessed, so | am also an elect." Note this 
peculiar and wonderful conclusion in the last two sentences! From the fact that God loved the 
world, and therefore also me, it is supposed to follow, not only that | can be an elect, but that | am. 
Then, according to the same logic, the following conclusion ought to be correct: God loved the 
world; consequently the world is elect. But all those who persistently and obstinately disbelieve 
also belong to the world; God therefore loved them also; are they therefore also chosen? This is 
therefore not at all a correct conclusion; for to be loved by God in the sense in which he has loved 
the world, and to be an elect, are not at all the same thing. So Huber taught, but no true Lutheran. 
And it is more than wonderful that people who do not even want to accept conclusions that are 
quite obvious should draw such conclusions that smash all logic in the face, and thus want to 
comfort those who are challenged. In the midst of a challenge one can only comfort with a very 
clear word of Scripture, which is clear even to the most simple-minded, and not with such 
conclusions which lack all foundation. And the matter becomes still worse when we consider that, 
according to the New Testament view, God's elective decision does not even proceed from the 
general counsel of salvation, which embraces the whole world in merciful love. 
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The truth of the matter is that the one thing is not in the other, but stands beside it, in such a way 
that even for the enlightened mind of the Christian there is no bridge leading from the one to the 
other. And such a conclusion is supposed to be valid and to give the final consolation, when no 
other consolation can be found. This is the purest kind of fanaticism, which reads anything out 
of God's word, only in order to be able to persevere in its preconceived opinions with a semblance 
of justice. And then, what did Neumissouri, at the beginning of the doctrinal controversy, teach 
about this last and surest consolation, without ever having recanted it? Here follow some of the 
strongest expressions: "This is election, that God brings certain persons into the way of salvation, 
wills to preserve them thereon, though with interruption, and at last infallibly makes them blessed. 
Therefore faith is not to be introduced here as a cause, for it is a question of whether | can be 
sure of my salvation. Of this my faith does not make me certain; for for this | must know whether 
| shall also abide in the faith, for if not, | shall finally perish." (Report on the Chicago Conference, 
p. 39.) According to this, it is not faith in universal grace that makes me certain of my salvation, 
but the conviction that | am elect. This, then, is the very antithesis of what "Doctrine and Doctrine" 
now says. But that assertion of Dr. Walther's in 1880 has never been retracted. One is justified 
in asking: What is the new-Missouri doctrine? Further, Dr. Walther said in Chicago (Report, p. 
67): "That grace and faith stand together in justification, but not likewise in election, is because 
we do not lay hold of the election of grace by faith, as we lay hold of the righteousness of Christ 
by faith. The righteousness of Christ belongs to the whole world, and therefore we can and ought 
to take hold of it by faith. But election does not concern the whole world, but extends over the 
children of God alone." How then can we infer from that which concerns the whole world to that 
which does not concern the whole world, from the general love of God to the election of persons 
intended from the beginning only for a few, as Missouri now does? There (p.98) we find the 
following statement by Dr. Walthers: "Therein consists the consolation which the election of grace 
gives me, that | may not lose faith finaliter, that the election of grace says to me: Not only has 
God in general taken a counsel to bring all men who are to be saved to this salvation in a certain 
way of grace, but there are also a number of men whom God has ordained according to his 
principle, who should and must remain in faith, or even if they once fall from it, they shall only 
lose it for a time, and finally they shall be saved. This is what matters." So the right, best comfort 
is given by the election of grace, not by the general will of salvation. In the same passage (p. 99) 
we read that Dr. Walther answered the following to the objection that in the contest the only valid 
consolation comes from the general order of salvation, not from the particular and therefore 
conditional choice of persons: "To this | say: In the contest | need the consolation" (of the choice 
of grace in the neo-Missouri sense), "outside of it not. In temptation all this falls away. If then | 
know, | may count myself among the elect, then | may be calm and confident." We will not speak 
here of this being a peculiar contestation in which one "knows" this, but only point out again the 
contradiction between 1880 and 1904. In 1880 one drew the corresponding conclusions 
consistently from Calvinistic premises: in 1904 one blows back by letting the evidently Calvinistic 
conclusions go, but holding fast the evidently equally Calvinistic premises. 
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First some remarks on the alleged contradiction between 1880 and 1904 and 
the peculiar statement that in 1904 one blows to retreat. 

In our publications, however, the a prioristic view of election, as if God in eternity 
had chosen a certain number of persons to faith and blessedness, has receded, and 
we have become accustomed to regard God's eternal election a posteriori, as 
Scripture mostly does, and also our confession, and to speak of it in such a way that 
God has already chosen and ordained us - we who are now believing Christians - in 
Christ from eternity to faith, filiation, and eternal life. But this was already done during 
the doctrine of election by grace, and not recently. And as to the content and 
substance of the doctrine of election to grace, the doctrinal position of our Synod, as 
of the Synodal Conference in general, has remained the same unchanged since 
1880, and nothing has been spoken or written which contradicts the clear Scriptural 
testimony of election to grace, that is, according to grace, yato. yaprv happen, without 
all regard to the conduct of man, somehow weakens or makes plausible to reason. 
The characteristica of the so-called neo-Missourian doctrine of predestination, such as 


election to faith, the mystery of discretio personarum, stand out clearly enough in our 
latest publications. Dr. Stellhorn admits that we hold to "the Calvinistic premises," 
that is, to the Calvinistic doctrine of predestination itself, in his opinion, but he thinks 
that we let go of "the Calvinistic consequences. Among these "Calvinistic 
conclusions" which, in his opinion, we are now disavowing, he evidently includes the 
quotations he has given from the report on the Chicago Conference of 1880. First of 
all, as regards the second quotation, which ends in the sentence: "Election, however, 
does not concern the whole world, but extends only to the children of God," these 
words do not indicate a "conclusion," but the doctrine of election itself is expressed 
in a nutshell. However, regardless of whether it is a conclusion or a premise, the 
sentence just quoted still has the same validity for us today, in 1904, as it did in 1880. 
It is, after all, a sentence of our confession. We still confess today, with the Formula 
of Concord, that the eternal election of God is not over the pious and the wicked, but 
over the children of God alone, who are chosen and ordained to eternal life, over all 
and every person of the elect, who are to be saved through Christ, and we further 
confess, with the Formula of Concord, that this very election is a cause of our 
blessedness and all that belongs to it, our conversion, justification, preservation. We 


still declare it to be a contradictio in adjecto, a true monstrosity, when, according to the 


manner of our opponents, one speaks of an "election of grace in the broader sense," 
and connects this with the establishment of the general 
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We are still opposed to the imposition of such a monstrous confusion of concepts on 


Scripture and the confession. And even today we object to such a monstrous confusion 
of concepts being forced upon Scripture and the confession. The third of the above 
quotations, in which Dr. Walther states that the election of grace gives me the 
consolation that | may not finally lose the faith, is indeed a "conclusion," but a 
conclusion which is given in Scripture itself and which we hold fast to this hour, and 
which is also recorded in that article from the February 1904 issue of "Lehre und 
Wehre" ("Doctrine and Wehre"), where it says, p. 69: "We call upon our faith to be 
with us. 69: "We call out to our Christians to encourage and strengthen them: Even 
if many on both sides become unfaithful and depart from the faith, God has chosen 
you from the beginning to blessedness in the faith of truth. Your faith is included in 
eternal election, therefore it will abide." For the rest, even with this statement and 
application of the doctrine of election by grace, we are only walking in the paths of 
our confession. The same testifies: "This doctrine also gives us the beautiful 
consolation that God has made every Christian's conversion, righteousness, and 
salvation so dear to him, and has meant it so faithfully, that before the foundation of 
the world was laid, he held counsel over it and decreed in his intercession how he 
would bring me to it and keep me in it. Item, that he would so well and surely keep 
my salvation, because it might easily be lost out of our hands through the weakness 
and wickedness of our flesh, or torn and taken out of it by the cunning and violence 
of the devil and the world, that he hath decreed the same in his eternal purpose, 
which cannot fail or be overthrown, and hath committed it to be kept in the almighty 
hand of our Saviour JEsu Christ, out of which no man can pluck us, Joh. 10, 
wherefore also Paul saith Rom. 8, Because we are called according to the purpose 
of God, who then will separate us from the love of God in Christ?" 

The quotation from the minutes of the Chicago proceedings, given by Dr. 
Stellhorn in the first place, we wish to complete for the present, by adding the 
following sentences. The whole passage reads, "This is the election, that God brings 
certain persons into the way of salvation, wills to preserve them thereon, though with 
interruption, and at last infallibly makes them blessed. Therefore faith is not to be 
introduced here as a cause, for it is a question of whether | can also be sure of my 
salvation. My faith does not make me sure of this, for in order to be sure, | must know 
whether | will continue in the faith, for if not, | will finally perish. He who is in earnest 
does not speculate with reason, but he will know whether he can lie down happily on 
his deathbed today or tomorrow, believing: | am chosen, do not fear the world, my 
flesh, the devil; for | am in God's ears and beg him to keep his promise to me, and 
he will save me. 
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Nor let him fall into unbelief and sin, or false doctrine. But if any man stand not in the 
true faith, it is not God that hath revealed him in his word, but the devil that he is 
chosen. It is also certain that the true believer always walks the narrow way with fear 
and trembling, as God's Word also requires, precisely because in faith he knows 
himself to be a chosen child of God." As to the first three sentences of this passage 
printed by Dr. Stellhorn, their meaning and opinion, we, for our part, confess: Non 


satis liquet. In a disputation, in which speech and counter-speech are extemporized, 
in a record which even in the best case is incomplete, the opinion of the speaker is 
not always adequately expressed. Whoever reads these sentences attentively 
cannot escape the impression that here are short, torn remarks, which the reader 
must complete himself. It seems to us that Dr. Walther meant to say something like 
the following: Election vouches for finite blessedness. The latter, of course, depends 


on my not only believing now, today, but also believing finally. So if | want to be sure 


of my election and happiness, | must also know whether | will believe finally. But | 
ought not to speculate on this with my reason. No, the true believer is certain in faith 
that, whether he dies today or tomorrow, he will go away happy. True faith includes 
the certainty that | am a chosen child of God and will therefore remain in faith and 
finally attain salvation. But be that as it may, so much is certain that Dr. Walther did 
not say and mean what Dr. Stellhorn read out of that passage in the minutes when 
he wrote: "According to this, it is not faith in universal grace that makes me certain 
of my blessedness, but rather the conviction that | am chosen. This, then, is the very 
opposite of what 'Doctrine and Reproof' now says." In that sentence, which is, 
however, somewhat obscure, "Of this my faith does not make me certain," etc., there 
is expressed, so much is clear, not the contrast of "faith in common grace" and the 
"conviction that | am chosen," but rather the contrast of faith (which | now have) and 
consistency of faith, of fides and fides finalis. Common grace is not mentioned there 
with a syllable. And now let us add what Walther said in the same connection, in the 
same reply to a debate of an opponent directly on the question whether a Christian 
can be sure of his election and blessedness from the general promises of grace. We 
read on p. 35 of the Chicago Minutes: "Chemnitz, on the other hand, in his exposition 
of the Concordia formula, has given us quite a masterpiece, in that he shows how 
that alone is quite biblical, if in the doctrine of election one always takes as a basis 
the redemption of the world, the determination of the way of salvation, etc." Further, 
p. 36, it is said, "After this argument it is clear that only he who holds to the general 
promise, and walks in the ordered way of salvation, believes 
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That he is chosen. We cannot be sure of election in any other way than a posteriori, 


after we have entered the way of salvation; no one can think a priori, Well, God has 
chosen me, so | must be saved. Who then has looked into God's council chamber? 
No mortal man can. Christ is the book of life; therefore, if thou wilt know whether thou 
art chosen, keep only to him, and then doubt not, thou shalt be blessed." So Walther 
in Chicago in 1880 did not say the exact opposite of this, but exactly the same thing 
that "Lehre und Wehre" now says. A few days after that Chicago Pastoral 
Conference, still in October 1880, the Western District of the Missouri Synod held its 
meeting at Concordia, and dealt with 6 theses on the election of grace, on which Dr. 
Walther lectured. The sixth thesis was: "The certainty of election which a Christian 
ought and can have is a certainty of faith, which is founded on the generality of the 
promises of grace, on the calling by the word, on the holy sacraments, and on private 
absolution." Although this thesis did not come up for further discussion, the 
substance of it had already been discussed at the Synodal Assembly of the Western 
District in 1879 of the Long and Broad. The contradiction between 1880 and 1904 is 
therefore pure fiction. The passage poked by Dr. Stellhorn from the February test of 
"Lehre und Wehre" 1904, p. 69, is but a brief repetition of what Dr. Walther 
expounded in extenso in 1879 and 1880. 

Since the question concerning the certainty of election, whether a Christian 
may and should be certain of his election, and by what he can recognize it, has again 
come up for discussion, we will here go into this point a little more closely. The 
question is not how and with what Christians may and ought to comfort themselves, 
when they have before their eyes the great danger threatening their faith on the part 
of the world and the devil, when they become aware of their own weakness and are 
anxious whether their faith will endure. To this question we have given the answer in 
our confession above, that the doctrine of the election of grace also gives Christians 
the beautiful comfort and assurance that God will preserve their faith to the end. Our 
faith, our salvation, is well preserved in the eternal purpose of God, which cannot be 
lacking or overthrown. Those who are called according to the purpose of God cannot 
be separated from the love of God in Christ by anything. (Rom 8:8) The question 
here is, whether a Christian can be sure of his own person, that he is one of the elect, 
whom God hath ordained from eternity unto filial piety and eternal life, and whom he 
will bring to faith in time, and keep in faith, and finally save, and by what means he 
may know it. The Scriptures often speak of the elect in such a way that the elect 
alone will be saved. There comes to mind 
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Christian who is anxious for his salvation, the thought may well be: How is it with me? 
Am | one of the elect? Has God also inscribed my name in the book of life? Many 
honest Christians have been troubled by the thought of God's eternal providence. No 
believing Christian is entirely spared this challenge. And how? Is there now an 
answer to this question? Or must | be patient until the last day, when it will be revealed 
before all the world which are the elect of God, or until the hour of death, until the 
moment when | attain to the end of faith, when my faith passes into sight? But | would 
like to have certainty in this time, under the temptations and temptations of this life, 
as to how things stand with me, whether | can take comfort in my final happiness. | 
need such a firm hold to stand firm in the hour of challenge. Certainly, | cannot see 
into God's secret council, into God's council chamber. | have no desire to do so. God 
has not given me a special revelation about whether he has inscribed my name in 
the book of life. I'm not asking him to do that. | am not a gusher. | just go by the written 
word. But does not the Scripture itself give me any information about this question 
which troubles me and which wants to take away my peace? To be sure, my name 
is not written in the Scriptures. But does not the Scripture speak of election and 
happiness in such a way that | can see and must see that | am also meant and 
affected by it? Certainly, the Scriptures do not abandon me in this important question, 
in this embarrassing concern. | find words of God in Scripture that make me certain 
of my election, of my blessedness. However, this certainty is a certainty of faith that 
is not based on tangible facts, not on reason and feeling, that cannot be proven 
mathematically, but is founded only on the word that is written. But such certainty of 
faith, founded on the firm, prophetic word, is stronger, more certain, than all that | 
see, grasp, think, comprehend, feel, and sense. 

And what then are these words of God? We let them be given to us by our 
confession. The 11th article of the Formula of Concord deals ex professo with the very 
question we have before us here. The discussion of this question is introduced with 
the following words: "This also belongs to the further explanation and salutary use of 
the doctrine of God's providence unto salvation (de divina praedestinatione electorum): 
because the elect alone shall be saved, whose names are written in the book of life, 
how it may be known, from what, and whereby it may be discerned, which are the 
elect who can and ought to accept this doctrine for comfort." Here it is taken for 
granted that a Christian can know and discern this, whether he be 
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is also a chosen one; the only question is how he can know this, from what and by 
what he can recognize it. And this question is answered in the following. It says 
further: "And of this we are not to judge according to our reason, nor according to the 
law, nor from some outward appearance; neither are we to presume to search the 
secret, hidden abyss of divine providence (abyssum divinae praedestinationis), but to 
take heed to the revealed will of God." So from the revealed will of God, which is 
openly present in the Word of God, in Scripture, | am to judge whether | am also 
chosen. And now the Concordia formula first cites such scriptural passages as deal 


ex professo with the election by grace, Eph. 1, 2 Tim. 1, Rom. 8, Joh. 10. These 


scriptural words speak of the eternal election, praedestinatio electorum, which in itself 
is an unfathomable mystery, but speak of it in such a way that they at the same time 
show that and how this hidden counsel of God has become manifest. Not in such a 
way as if God had published the register on which the names of the elect are written; 
that is and remains hidden, and a right Christian has no desire at all to look into it. 
But God has "revealed" his "purpose," "his grace, which is given us from everlasting 
in Christ JESUS," " by the appearing" of the 
elect. 
of our Savior Jesus Christ", "through the gospel", 2 Tim. 1, through the word of truth, 
through the preaching of the gospel and its effect, Eph. 1, through the calling, Rom. 
8. In other words: God has made known to men the way in which He has decided to 
lead His elect to salvation and is really leading them to salvation. And from this 
revealed will of God every Christian can know whether he also belongs to the elect. 
How this is meant is explained in more detail in the following passage: 
"Therefore the elect are described like this Joh. 10: My sheep hear my voice, and | 
know them, and they follow me, and | give them eternal life. And Eph. 1, They that 
are ordained according to the purpose unto an inheritance, hear the gospel, believe 
on Christ, pray and give thanks, are sanctified in love, have hope, patience, and 
comfort in the cross, Rom. 8, and though all these things be very weak in them, yet 
they hunger and thirst after righteousness, Matt. 5." Whoever reads and considers 
the scriptural passages cited here carefully and in context must confess: Certainly, 
just as our confession states, the elect are described in Scripture as people who hear 
Christ's voice, who have heard and accepted the gospel, who believe in Christ, are 
sanctified in love, pray, praise, and give thanks, etc. And our confession rightly judges 
that every Christian can see from this description of the elect, if he applies it to himself 
and examines himself according to it, whether he also belongs to the number of the 
elect. Let us only consider once more 
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In a nutshell the content of Eph. 1, 3-14. The apostle describes the rich spiritual 
blessing that was given to the Christians in Christ. He describes the Christians as 
people who have heard and believed the word of truth, the gospel of their salvation, 
who have been made partakers of the benefits and redemption of Christ, who have 
forgiveness of sins in Christ, who have become children of God through Christ, and 
as such also walk holy and in love, who have been sealed with the Holy Spirit, the 
pledge of the heavenly inheritance. But all this blessing, which Christians now have 
in their hands, he expressly attributes, v. 4-6. 11. to the eternal election and ordinance 
of God, as its source. Christians are chosen and ordained to the very things which 
they now are and have. What they have now received and experienced has been 
bestowed upon them in consequence of their eternal election. The blessings of 
Christianity enumerated here are the consequences and effects of their eternal 
election. So Christians can and should assume from these effects that God has 
chosen them from eternity. The description of Christians w. 3-14. is a description of 


the elect. The notae of Christianity are eo ipso also the notae of the elect. Thus a 


Christian, in whom these notae of Christianity are found, can and ought to see and 
know from them that he belongs to the number of the elect. Yes, the apostle, speaking 
here throughout with "we," "us," "you," "you," compels, as it were, what he says of 
the blessing of Christianity and of eternal election, directly to his Christian readers, 
all Christians who read and hear these words, to regard themselves as saints, 
beloved, and elect of God. In a similar way, Paul Rom. 8 presents calling, conversion, 
justification as the consequence and execution of God's electing decree, and thus 
describes the elect as people whom God has called, converted, justified, and thereby 
instructs us to infer from our calling, conversion, justification to our eternal election. 
Yes, a believing Christian, who sets before himself the scriptural words of election by 
grace, thinks and concludes with himself thus: God has taken care of me in grace. 
The Holy Spirit has called me through the gospel, enlightened me with his gifts, 
sanctified me in the right faith, and preserved me until now. | hear the voice of Christ, 
| know my Shepherd, and He knows me, and | follow His leading. | do not consider 
myself to have grasped it yet, but | pursue it, that | may grasp it, having been grasped 
by Christ JEsu. Even though my walk is still rather weak and frail, | still practice 
godliness daily. The Holy Spirit dwells in my heart through faith, gives me the 
testimony that | am God's child, guides me along the straight path, and guarantees 
me the inheritance of children. Therefore | do not doubt, but am sure that | am also a 
chosen lamb of Christ, a chosen child of God. For even so 
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this is how the elect are described in Scripture. This is the way in which God leads 
his elect to salvation. This is the conclusion and confession of faith. And this 
conclusion does not go beyond what the Scriptures reveal to us about this matter; it 
takes from the Scriptural sayings about the election of grace only that which lies 
therein; it is only an application of the Scriptural word to my person in individuo. 

But how? Does not this deduction, this reflection of the believer, still need a 
supplement or, more correctly, a restriction? On the other hand, Scripture teaches, 
and experience testifies, that many who have been called and have come to faith, 
and have believed for a time, fall away again, and then persist in unbelief, and so 
finally are lost. They are evidently not among the elect. Must | not therefore rather 
conclude thus: That | have been called and have come to believe, and am now in the 
faith, is a proof that | "may be" (as Dr. Stellhorn writes) an elect, that | may possibly 
be an elect; an elect "am" | who now believe, only conditionally, only in that case, on 
condition, if | also remain in the faith, and do not again depart from the voice of Christ, 
which only the future will teach? Of such caveats and conditions there is not a syllable 
in the passage of our confession which has been communicated, and which speaks 
of the recognition of election; for they exclude any actual recognition of election. Such 
clauses and conditions find no place in the scriptural passages cited concerning 
election by grace, and are rather in direct contradiction with them. For according to 
this scriptural testimony, the beginning of Christianity, calling, conversion, and what 
| have lived in faith up to now, are also the outflow and effect of election and are to 
be for me a proof of my eternal election. These cautions also have no support in the 
scriptural words that deal with the faithful of the age, with apostates, and with the fate 
of apostates. They speak only of the apostates, and not of the elect, and are intended 
as a warning to Christians, provided they are still in the flesh and wish to become 
secure, but not to withhold the consolation of God from frightened, challenged hearts 
and consciences, and to make their blessedness uncertain. All such clauses and 
conditions are added to the Scriptures by man, and smuggled into them; they come 
from reason, from the flesh, from doubt and unbelief, and are a wicked deception of 
the devil, who is a master at throwing Scripture into confusion, and is in all 
earnestness to rob Christians of the certainty of blessedness, and thus of 
blessedness itself. 

But we are not yet at the end of our consideration. We still need another factor 


in order to be certain of our election and blessedness in all cases. The notae electorum 
mentioned so far are 
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subjective experiences of the believer. They are effects of the spirit of God in the 
heart of man and therefore something real, not imaginary feelings and sensations, 
and therefore not deceptive, but reliable notae electionis. But there come hours for 
every Christian in which what he has hitherto experienced as a Christian, what the 
Holy Spirit has hitherto wrought in him, his faith and his whole life of faith want to 
become doubtful to him. There will be hours of great trial in which no comfort from 
God will remain in him, when he seems to be completely exhausted, when he feels 
completely poor, empty, bare and miserable and thinks that even the last spark of 
faith and spiritual life has been extinguished in him. In such times the question comes 
to life again: Am | really one of the elect? The challenged one thinks and concludes: 
Yes, the faithful children of God, they are the elect. But that is the question for me 
right now, whether | am a believing child of God, whether | have the right faith. Who 
knows whether all my Christianity up to now has not been vain pretence and self- 
deception? That is the specific question with which the conclusion of that article in 
the February issue had to do. And there it was briefly stated that in this case a 
Christian must be helped by the general promises of God's grace, and from these he 
must be convinced that he is chosen and may and should be sure of his blessedness. 
And it is just this statement that is objected to by Dr. Stellhorn, who calls it "the purest 
swarm-spirituality," "which reads anything out of God's word. So let us examine this 
punctum controversiae a little more closely. 

Before we enter into this, we would only like to state for this time that the 
proposition, which Dr. Stellhorn claims to be a recent Missourian invention, but which 
our Synod professed 25 years ago, the proposition that a Christian can and should 
become certain of his election from the general promises of grace, is simply taken 
from the confession of the Lutheran Church. Where the Formula of Concord ex 


professo treats of the question how one can know, from what, and by what means 
one can recognize which are the elect, it cites not only the Scriptural words about 
election by grace, but also the Scriptural words about gratia universalis. In this 
connection she remarks: "Therefore, if we would consider our election useful, we 
must hold fast in all ways that, as the preaching of repentance, so also the promise 
of the gospel universalis, that is, goes over all men, Luc. 24. Wherefore Christ 
commanded to preach repentance and forgiveness of sins in a fine name among all 
nations. Then God loved the world, and gave his Son unto it. Christ bare the sin of 
the world, John 1; gave his flesh for the life of the world, John 6; his blood is the 
propitiation for the whole world's sin, 1 John 2." Here our Confession sums up the 
passages of Scripture in which the word "world" stands out. 
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and testifies that God loved the whole world, that Christ reconciled the whole world 
to God, and that he gave himself that the world might have life. And it impresses 
upon us that we must stand firm and firm over these general promises of grace, if 
we are to consider our eternal election to blessedness useful, and if we are to give 
a correct answer to the very question, from which it may be known which are the 
elect. 

(Conclusion follows.) G. St. 


The Scriptural Evidence for the Lutheran Doctrine of Holy 
Communion. 


(Continued.) 

In considering the words of the Lord, "This is my body," we have hitherto 
directed our attention to the subject and to the copula. It now remains for us to 
consider the predicate of these important words of the Lord, 16 c@yd pov. As is well 
known, the opponents have many times tried their exegetical arts on this term also. 
It was especially Oekolampad in Luther's time, who well perceived that if this phrase 
were to be taken figuratively, the trope could not lie in the copula. Therefore he 
transferred it to the predicate. And this is true; the trope would have to lie here also, 
if the statement of the Lord were to be understood figuratively. The trope cannot lie 
in the subject, which is quite indefinite and is only more closely defined by the 
predicate. Carlstadt's purely arbitrary explanation, that the Lord gave the disciples 
the bread, pointing to his body and saying, "This is my body," is no longer accepted 
by anyone today, and has only historical interest. In the Copula, as we have seen, 
the trope cannot be included either. Is means is, and not also sometimes once: it 
means, or, is not. Therefore, only the predicate remains, in which the trope must be 
found, if there is a figurative way of speaking at all. But the reformers have always 
failed to prove that these words must be understood figuratively. To prove it, they 
only say that these words are otherwise against all human reason, against the results 
of human philosophy and speculation, against the results of natural experience, and 
so on. We, on the contrary, say that this is an institution of the Almighty God, who 
can do infinitely more than we men can grasp and comprehend with our reason; that 
these words are words of the all-wise and all-truthful God, who knows well how to 
set his words, and who makes his words true. It has often been proved on our part 
that the words of institution are words of a divine command and a divine testament 
in the proper sense of the word. 
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must be understood. So we bend our reason to Christ's word, even though we cannot 
grasp and understand with our reason how Christ gives us his body to eat with the 
bread and his blood to drink with the wine. But quite apart from the fact that the 
Reformers have failed to prove that these words of the Lord must be understood 
figuratively, they have not even shown that it is possible to understand these words 
in the context in which they are found, as they interpret them. 

Let us look at the predicate of this sentence and see what comes out of it if we 
understand it figuratively. How then do the opponents of the scriptural doctrine of the 
Lord's Supper put the matter? Let us hear Rebe again. He says first: "Since we 
cannot take the words of institution literally, but only metaphorically, the question 
arises where the trope actually is. In that of the logical copula it cannot be contained; 
is it in the subject to which, or in the predicate 15 aad pov?" (A. a. O., p. 179.) In 
what follows, Rebe then shows that the trope cannot be in the subject, since it is 
expressed by only implied, but not definite; it must therefore be in the predicate. If 
the speech is to be metaphorical, as Nebe remarks, then a metaphor must be found 
in the predicate. So also Kahnis says in his Dogmatik (I, 619): "The proposition, like 
innumerable ones, is a trope in which the predicate stands inauthentic." The 
predicate, then, is to be used in the inauthentic, figurative sense. What then becomes 
of the words? The bread which | have broken and give you is my body, not my real, 
natural body, but my figurative, figurative, spiritual body. What does this mean? First 
of all, we rightly ask: What is the tertium comparationis, what is the point of comparison, 
for the sake of which the bread is called the figurative body of Christ? It must be 
possible to show such a point of comparison when a word is used metaphorically, 
when there is a metaphor. No sensible man will compare one thing with another if 
there is no resemblance at all between these two things, the thing represented and 
the thing depicted. Luther already says: "Wherever a trope or a new word is found in 
the holy Scriptures, there are also two interpretations; a new one over the first, old or 
previous one, as has been said above. As the word ‘vine’ in Scripture has two 
interpretations, one old and one new. According to the old or first, it means the bush 
or plant in the vineyard; according to the new, it means Christ, John 15:5: 'lama 
vine,' or the mother of children, Ps. 128:3, "Thy wife shall be as a vine,' or whatsoever 
is like it; wherefore it hath likeness to the vine in fruit, as the orators teach, quae 


transferuntur, secundum similitudinem trans-. 
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feruntur, that is, all renewal or tropi happen for the sake of a likeness." (XX, 985 f.) 


Now what is the tertium comparationis here? Why or in what sense can the bread be 
called a figurative body of Christ? Nebe answers: "Bread is food, it is the most 
common, it is the strongest food, for which reason the Lord has chosen it in the fourth 
petition to represent the nourishment and need of the body. Christ is the bread of life, 
which came down from heaven, and giveth and upholdeth life to the world." (A. a. O., 
p. 180.) Therefore bread may be called a figurative body of the Lord, because bread 
is food, and also the body of the Lord. But according to Reformed doctrine, Christ's 
body is not food at all, not even for our souls. Therefore, for "body" you must use the 
whole Christ, whom we enjoy in faith, with whom we unite ourselves through faith. 
Nebe has also well recognized this. He therefore continues in the passage just 


quoted: "| am well aware that one objects to this view that a quid pro quo has taken 


place here, that the person of Christ has been substituted for the body of Christ 
without further ado. | cannot accept this objection. Christ is what he is to us only by 
being the Adyog evoapyos, by having taken one in himself. 

The prologue of the Johannine Gospel, which tells us that in the Logos the life and 
the light of the world of mankind had rested and been determined from the beginning, 
represents it poignantly enough, that the Adyoc¢ as aoapxos could not attain to the 
end either as life or as light of the world; he had to descend into the flesh, in order to 
become in time what he was from eternity. Since for us the personal efficacy of the 
Lord in this world is bound up in His having assumed our flesh and blood, in His 
possessing a owna, we have a right, which no one may abridge, to understand by 
the body of the Lord the whole personality of the incarnate Son of God. The Son of 
man is the bread of life." (Op. cit., p. 180.) It is a most peculiar way of reasoning to 
declare that, wherever Christ speaks of His body, we have a right simply to insert 
Himself, His personality, or His merit, because above Christ is our Saviour only as 
the incarnate Son of God. This is an arbitrariness. But even if we were to grant the 
opponents the right, which of course they have not, simply to use Christ's personality 
for Christ's body, even this would not help them. The meaning would then be: "The 
bread which | give you is |, Christ, your incarnate Saviour. What is the meaning of 
this? Then the word "body" is used synecdochically, the part is put for the whole. The 
metaphor which Nebe seeks in the word body would be placed in the word "bread," 
which is wrongly put for toUTo. as the subject. If the Lord had used the 
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If he had wanted to say here what Nebe gives as the meaning of the words of the 
Lord's Supper, he would have had to say something like what he actually did in 
another context in order to express this thought: My body or my flesh is the right food, 
my blood is the right drink; or, | am the bread of life, | am the true bread from heaven. 
As the earthly bread nourishes and feeds you to bodily life, so 1, who am the true 
bread of life, nourish and feed your soul to eternal life. But these words, "This is my 
body," can never have this meaning; the word body may be understood actually or 
figuratively. Exactly the same is true of the second tertium comparationis, which Nebe 
also adduces and expresses in these words: "I find, then, in the breaking of bread 
something symbolic, and the tertium comparationis lies in this, that, as bread can then 
only be for us what it ought to be for us according to God's will, when it loses its 
former existence and form, when it is cut up, violently divided, ceases to exist as the 
body of bread, so also the body of the HErrn, the HErrn, who came into the flesh and 
took on a human body, cannot be for us what it should be for us according to God's 
eternal counsel, if it does not lose its form and beauty, if its holy body is not violently 
torn apart, broken in death." (Op. cit., p. 182.) All this, of course, is not taken from the 
text, but put into it. Add to this that Christ's body is not forcibly torn asunder, and what 
is this to say that His body breaks in death? Just such an exegesis of an otherwise 
excellent exegete shows how difficult it is to bring a puffing sense into the words, as 
soon as one deviates from the clear wording of the same, to what arts one must then 
resort. 

Metaphorically, then, the word body cannot be grasped in this sentence. But, 
say other opponents, this is not our opinion either: there is a metonymy here, a 
metonymy signi pro signato, or signati pro signo. The words, "This is my body," are 
supposed to mean as much as: This is my body's sign, or an image or symbol of my 
body. We need not argue at length with our opponents whether this is a metonymy, 
or whether there can be such a metonymy or figure signati pro signato at all, whether 
it is possible and conceivable. One thing is certain, if the words of the Lord be 
understood to say: This is my body's sign or symbol, the predicate does not stand in 
the inauthentic sense; the trope is not then contained in the predicate. The words "my 
body" retain their proper, original meaning. One only inserts into the words a new 
term, which does not stand there at all, the term: sign, symbol, image, or actually one 
transfers the trope again into the copula, and takes the word "is" to mean "signifies. 
For it is the same whether | say, The bread is a sign, image, or symbol of my body, 
or whether | say, The bread is a sign, image, or symbol of my body. 
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means my body, or reproduces it. And that such a figure of speech is linguistically 
impossible, we have already seen. The predicate, too, resists a tropical, figurative 
conception to the utmost. Luther was quite right when he said of Oekolampad's 
trope: "Beyond that, it is also an inverted, naughty trope, contrary to all the tropos of 
Scripture, that one has to believe it to be a wanton poem." (XX, 985.) 

To this also is added this, that the Lord, as Lucas tells us, added, 15 omép nuav 
d1dduevov, “which is given for you," and the quite analogous mode of speaking in 
Matthew and Marcus: "This is my blood of the new testament," 15 zepi, zodlov 


éyyovouevov, “which is shed for many." These very words render any tropical or 
symbolical interpretation of body or blood in the words of institution utterly 
impossible. Not a figurative, spiritual, but His true, natural body, His true, natural 
blood, the HErr has given into death for us. So also in the Lord's Supper the Lord 
gives us his natural body and blood. 

But, they say, it is a very common way of speaking to point to a picture, a 
statue, etc., that is, to a symbol or image, and to say, "This is Paul, this is Peter. 
They do not mean that the image is really and essentially Peter or Paul, but that it is 
an image of these persons. Here, too, we need not dwell long on what is the right 
understanding of this expression, which is used in ordinary life: This is Peter, etc. 
We do not, however, by any means admit that these two modes of speech can be 
so readily interchanged as to be entirely identical: This is Peter and: This is an image 
of Peter. Here, too, Luther's judgment stands, who writes: "On the other hand, it is 
also not true that such a trope of Oekolampad is in some common speech or 
language in the whole world, and whoever brings me aconstant example of it, to him 
| will give my neck. You say that such a trope is in this speech: Here is St. Peter, this 
is an image of St. Peter; but | say no to it, and they cannot prove it, it is their own 
false poem." (XX, 988.) "Therefore Oekolampad cannot stand with his Tropo, that he 
will allow these two sayings to be equally valid, ‘this is my body,’ and, ‘this is my 
body's likeness;' for no tongue nor language suffers this. Equal as not can be 
considered equal, if | say of the image of St. Paul, This is St. Paul, and: This signifies 
St. Paul. For the first soeech means to say what the image is, that it is St. Paul, 
namely, a wooden St. Paul, a silver St. Paul, a gold St. Paul, a painted St. Paul. In 
short, the little word 'is' speaks of the essence, be it whatever essence it is, and has 
St. Paul here become a new word that does not represent the living St. Paul? 
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St. Paul is called. After this, when | further ask, What then does it mean? there is 
immediately another speech, which now speaks not of the essence, but of the 
interpretation. That therefore, as essence and interpretation are not the same, so 
neither may they be spoken with the same words or speeches; each must have its 
own special speech. Now if Oekolampad can prove that bread is truly a body of 
Christ, and may say that it is a friable body of Christ, which is a likeness of the natural 
body of Christ, as the wooden rose is truly a rose, and a likeness of the natural rose, 
he has thus accomplished so much that his trope may be found exemplary, and his 
trope be like that which is spoken of in common speech of images: This is St. Peter, 
this is St. Paul, etc.... How then will he prove that bread is and is called the body of 
Christ, or that Christ has a body of bread, as St. Paul has a body of wood?" (XX, 990 
f.) But, as | have said, we need not dwell long on such modes of speech. For even if 
the opponents were to succeed in proving examples of such ways of speaking, they 
would still have gained nothing for the right understanding of these words of Christ. 
Again, we would answer with Luther: "| do not inquire into this; Oekolampad did not 
take it into his head to speak in common speech, but in the Scriptures; he must 
remain in them, and follow the same manner. But if he could show me an example 
of his trope in Scripture, he should have won, and | would fall to him in all things. But 
where he brings up no example, he has lost, and his trope is vain nothing, and a 
mere poem." (XX, 987.) Yes, we have more to say. Even if the Reformists and their 
comrades in spirit were to prove an example of such speech in Scripture, they would 
still have gained nothing by it. They would have to prove that such a manner of 
speaking is present here in these words. They would have to prove from the words 
themselves, not from their reason, that we must depart from the actual meaning of 
the words. 

Thus, from time immemorial to this day, all the exegetical feats of the 
opponents have come to grief against these bright words, which resist every 
figurative, inauthentic interpretation. Even today we can say with our Luther that the 
words: "This is my body" still stand firm against all attacks from the side of the 
enemies. As soon as these words are interpreted in a tropical, figurative way, they 
become dark and incomprehensible. But if they are taken in their true sense, as they 
stand and are spoken, they are quite simple and comprehensible, so that even a 
child can understand them. They contain a way of speaking that we use so often 
even in ordinary life, a way of speaking that is understandable and familiar to 
everyone, a way of speaking that we use every day when we present something to 
someone and want to explain to him what it is that we are presenting to him. The 
Lord says clearly with these words, 
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that he gives not only the bread to his disciples, but with the bread also his body, 
which was given up to death for us. 

This clear statement of the Lord is the doctrine of the Lutheran Church 
concerning the nature of Holy Communion. Our church adheres to these clear words 
of the Lord and neither adds to nor subtracts from them. In accordance with these 
words our church declares that in the Lord's Supper the true body of the Lord is 
present and, together with the bread, is offered, taken, and eaten by all who partake 
of the sacrament. How the body of the Lord is present in the Lord's Supper, and how 
it happens that we eat it with our mouths together with the bread, our Church teaches 
nothing about this, just as little as Christ says anything about it, except that she 
excludes the local, spatial enclosure of the body of Christ in the bread and the 
grossly sensual eating of his body. Nor does our Church say anything about this, 
how it is possible that Christ can give His body to us to eat, that the body "shall not 
be eaten, though it feed many thousands, and that with the juice of the vine Christ's 
blood shall be given to us." We know very well that we cannot comprehend all this, 
that all this is far beyond our reason, and contrary to all other human experience, but 
we simply bend our reason under God's Word, and command all such questions to 
the Almighty Founder of the Sacrament, who can do above all that we understand 
and comprehend. But this our Church believes, teaches, and confesses according 
to the words of her Master, that in the Lord's Supper the true, natural body of the 
Lord is truly present and eaten by all who go to the Sacrament. 

Thus the teachers of our church have not always bound themselves to a fixed 
way of speaking. It has indeed become customary in our church to say that we 
receive Christ's body and blood "in, with, and under" the bread and wine in the Lord's 
Supper. But other ways of speaking are found among our faithful ancient teachers, 
especially this, that the bread is Christ's body. With this formula: "in, with, and under" 
our church does not want to define in any way the manner of Christ's presence in 
the Lord's Supper. She does not want to say anything at all about the how, but only 
to state and confess that. She uses these words to reject, on the one hand, papist 
transubstantiation and, on the other, reformed error. Thus it says in the Formula of 
Concord: "That besides the words of Christ and St. Paul (the bread in the Lord's 
Supper is the body of Christ or the communion of the body of Christ) also the forms: 
under the bread, with the bread, are used, is the cause that thereby the papist 
transubstantiation would be rejected and the unchanged nature of the bread and the 
body of Christ would be shown to be sacramentally united, just as this saying: 


Verbum caro factum est, the Word has become flesh, is shown by words of the same 
voice: The Word dwells in us; item: In Christ dwells the whole 
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God was with him, God was in Christ, and the like, are repeated and explained. 
(Muller, p. 654.) Our church, therefore, does not mean to say that we may use only 
this mode of speaking and no other. Luther rather once wrote expressly: "We poor 
sinners are not so foolish as to believe that Christ's body is in the bread in the coarse 
visible way, as bread in the basket, or wine in the cup, as the enthusiasts would like 
to insinuate, to tickle ourselves with our foolishness, but we believe straightway that 
his body is there, as his words read and point to it: "This is my body," etc. But that 
the fathers and we sometimes speak thus, Christ's body is in the bread, happens, in 
our simple opinion, because our faith will confess that Christ's body is there; 
otherwise we may well suffer it to be said that he is in the bread, that he is the bread, 
that he is where the bread is, or however we please. We will not quarrel about words, 
only that the sense may remain that it is not bad bread which we eat in the Lord's 


Supper, but the body of Christ." (XX, 811.) G.M. 
(To be continued.) 


Recent Pentateuch Criticism. 


(Continued.) 
II. 
Consideration of some of the main objections to the Mosaic version 
of the Pentateuch. 


3. 
Among the reasons which are asserted against the unity and Mosaic 


composition of the Pentateuch, the alternation of the names of God, Elohim and 
Jehovah or Yahweh, especially in Genesis, is, in the opinion of the higher critics, one 
of the strongest; indeed, the different use of these names may be called the main 
bulwark of modern criticism. Since the father of modern Pentateuch criticism, Astruc, 
wanted to recognize two main documents in the whole of Genesis, the Elohim 
document and the Jehovah document B, because of the change of these names of 
God, it belongs to the abc of Pentateuch criticism to assume at least two authors, the 
Elohist, E, and the Jahvist, J. 1) Therefore, we will now go into this point in more 
detail. 

Now it is striking how in the first chapters of Genesis the two names of God 
"God", Elohim, and "LORD", Jahve, alternate. Every attentive reader of the Bible can 
easily notice this. For example, Gen. 1-2, 4 a. the name Elohim appears 35 times 
and never the name Yahweh; in the 


1) Cf. "L. u. W." 49, p. 331. 
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The following section, however, Cap. 2,4d.-3, 24th, Yahweh is joined to Elohim 20 
times, and beside it Elohim alone only 4 times; in the 4th chapter Yahweh is found 
IO times, and Elohim only once; in the 10th and 11th chapters Yahweh is found 7 
times, and never the name Elohim, etc. And this alternating usage runs through the 
whole book into the first chapters of Exodus, so that, as the examples given show, 
in some sections only one or the other name occurs. This alternation is so striking 
that such church fathers as Tertullian, Augustine, and Chrysostom took notice of it 
and tried to explain it by the different meanings of the two names of God. The newer 
criticism, on the other hand, wants to separate the documents of Genesis according 
to the different use of the names of God, and tries to carry out this separation also 
in the other four books of the Pentateuch and even in the other Old Testament 
writings. K6nig, for example, under the heading "Linguistic Traces of the Non- 
Uniformity of the Pentateuch," mentions in the first place "the names of God" and 
remarks: "What Tertullian and Augustine already observed as conspicuous and what 
Astruc first used for the separation of documents, namely, the alternation of Elohim 
and Yahweh in Gen. 1-Ex. 6, really has probative force." 1) 

On the other hand, it should first be noted that the hypothesis of the use of the 
names of God in documents is not sufficient to explain the frequent changes in the 
names of God, if one does not want to pick apart and dissect the unified narrative in 
a way that is unheard of. For if this difference in the use of the names of God were 
really due to the fact that two documents which differed precisely in the use of the 
two names were later patched together by a redactor to form a whole, then these 
names of God would also have to be somewhat strictly separated; the name of God 
Elohim would not be allowed to occur in a passage which originated in the document 
of Yahweh, and vice versa. But this premise is not true. One need only read the 
writings of the critics, and one will find enough passages in which they reveal their 
helplessness and embarrassment on this point. According to their assumption, this 
or that passage comes from this or that document; therefore, according to the 
principle of the unknown writer, only this or that name of God should be found in it. 
But all at once the wrong name of God is found in a verse, and it cannot be 
eliminated without a critical stroke of violence. Thus, for example, all recent critics 
assume that Gen. 4 comes from Yahweh; we also find the name of God Yahweh 9 
times in the chapter, v. 1. 3. 4. 6. 9. 13. 15. (twice) 16; but v. 25. then, for no apparent 
reason, the name of God Elohim is found, and v. 26. again Yahweh. Or let us look 
at the 5th chapter, which, according to the critics, is supposed to be by the elder 
Elohist, the author of the Priestly Codex (7); it has 


1) "Introduction to the Old Testament," p. 163. 
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also 5 times the name of God Elohim, v. 1. (twice) 22. 24. (twice); but in the 29th 
verse Jahve is written, and therefore the critics tear the whole story apart, assign this 
verse to the Jahvist and let the author of the priestly codex tell it only with the 30th 
verse. In the same way, Gen. 9, 1-19, is assigned to the older Elohist, P, v. 20-26, on 
the other hand, to the Jahvist. We also find the name Yahweh in the blessing of Noah, 
v. 26: "Blessed be Yahweh, the God of Shem"; but the following verse, which contains 
the second part of the blessing, brings the name of God, Elohim: "God spread out 
Japheth." In still greater embarrassment must the critics come, if we take the whole 
section Cap. 2, 4b.-4, 26. which is unanimously ascribed to Jahvist. There we have 
first the connected name of God Yahweh Elohim 20 times in the 2nd and 3rd 
chapters. But in the midst of it we have Elohim alone four times, Cap. 3, 1. 3. 5. 
(twice). And if it be said, as has been said, that the name of God Elohim is found only 
in the mouth of the serpent, and is not used by the narrator, which, of course, is not 
a satisfactory explanation, it still remains that from chap. 4, 1. also the narrator no 
longer says Jahve Elohim, but only Jahve. Why this happens in one and the same 
document, which is supposed to differ from other documents by the use of the name 
of God, even criticism does not know. Oesters help themselves by blaming the poor 
redactor (R), that the facts do not agree with their preconceived opinions. Thus Gen. 
7, 9. Elohim stands very uncomfortable to the critics, after v. 1. and 5. the name of 
God Jahve had been used; therefore Kautzsch claims flatly that originally Jahve had 
stood here, while Dillmann insists that the verses 8. and 9. had been inserted by the 
redactor at all. Furthermore, one of the main American proponents of the distinction 
of sources on the basis of the names of God, W. R. Harper, feels compelled to admit 


with respect to the distinction he attempted in Ex. 1, 1-7, 7: "The language is but a poor 
guide, owing probably to R's influence; not even the names of the Deity are to be referred to 
implicitly, being freely intermingled." 1) Of the next section, Ex. 7, 8.-12, 51st, he says: 
"In this section the name of the Deity is exclusively XXXX, which must have been substituted 
by R in all the E passages." 2) But how on earth will he and can he know this? And in 
a third place he complains, with reference to Num. 20, 1.-27, 11. of "the unsatisfactory 
use of the names of the Deity; Yahweh is the prevailing name, XXXXX occurring but nine 
times in the entire section; this is, however, more easily explained on the R-hypothesis than 


by any other." 3) But the embarrassment of the critics becomes worst when the 
assumed two Ur- 


1) "Hebraica" VI, p. 35. 2) Ib., p. 47. 3) Ib., p. 287. 
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The first half of the verse: "So heaven and earth came into being when they were 
created" should belong to the priestly codex again. This is for example the case with 
the passage Gen. 2, 4. The first half: "So heaven and earth became when they were 
created", should again belong to the priestly codex, the second: "at the time when 
God the LORD made earth and heaven", because of the name of God Jahve Elohim 
to the Jahvist. But this divorce has syntactical difficulties. The bright-eyed 
Wellhausen has recognized that "the redactor has cut off the first sentence of the 
Jehovistic account of the beginning of the history of the world"; and he even knows 
what this cut-off sentence was in the original writing of the Jahvist, namely: "(it was 
all dry desert) when Jahve formed the earth"! 1) Years ago, the astute Hofmann 
rightly said against this whole distinction of sources: "Especially in Genesis, which 
cannot be isolated, one has wanted to separate the Elohistic and the Jehovistic and 
to trace them back to different authors and traditions. But the unity of the narrative 
contradicts the execution of such a mechanical separation." 2) We can therefore 
justly reproach the critics on this point for not being able to get along with their own 
theory, and we can also point out that a whole series of other names of God occur 
in Genesis, which would then have to be traced back in a consistent way to various 
documents and traditions. Thus the name "HErr" (XXXX) is often found, Gen. 15, 2. 
8. 18, 3. 27. 30. 32. 19, 18. 20, 4.; furthermore various connections of the word XX 
(God) with adjectives, like "almighty God" (XXXX XX), Gen. 17, 1. 28, 3. 35, 11. 43, 
14. 48, 3. 49, 25.; "most high God" (XXXX XX), Gen. 14, 18-20. 22.; "fear of Isaac" 
(XXXX XXX), Gen. 31, 42. 53. etc. 

But, of course, this abusive alternation of the names of God, Elohim and 
Yahweh, remains. How is it to be explained? This question has been discussed 
many times from time immemorial, some of them in great detail, in more recent times 
especially by Hengstenberg, Keil and Green in their already repeatedly mentioned 
works, by Keil also in a special article. 3) And even if one is not in a position to 
answer every question that arises here and to explain the aforementioned change 
completely and all-around, there are nevertheless various facts that exist and 
moments to be considered that are suitable for bringing this peculiar use and change 
closer to our understanding. 

We must first note that these two names of God, Elohim and Yahweh, are 
highly significant and we can also discern their meaning from the language. Both 
express different relationships of God. 


1) "Prolegomena to the History of Israel." Third edition, p. 312. 
2) "Biblical Hermeneutics," p. 119 pp. 
3) "On the Names of God in the Pentateuch." Rudelbach-Guericke's "Zeitschrift flr die 


gesammte lutherische Theologie und Kirche". XII, 215. 
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Elohim, the plural of strength, power, is the supreme being to be feared, the divine 
being in whom an infinite abundance of powers and perfections are found and united. 
The name of God, Elohim, is therefore quite suitable to express the relation of God 
to the world as its Creator, Sustainer, and Governor. It must be said, therefore, that 
this name is very appropriately found in the first chapter of Genesis, where the 
creation of heaven and earth is narrated. 1) 

The name of God, Jehovah or Yahweh, on the other hand, is authentically 
explained to us in Scripture itself, wnen God Ex. 3:14. answers Moses, who asks his 
name, "I will be who | will be," XXXX XXX XXXX. Yahweh, then, is He who is and 
ever is, who is the same through all ages, and as such also reveals Himself. It 
expresses the relation of God to fine people, and denotes him as the ever faithful 
covenant and salvation God. This name therefore stands very puffing Gen. 3, where 
the Redeemer is promised from sin and death, and Gen. 12, where Abraham is 
called to be the bearer of the promise. 2) 

From this fixed meaning of the two names of God, which certainly also 
influenced the choice of one or the other, as the passage to be discussed below Ex. 
6, 2. ff., Keil, Green and others have concluded that every time this or that name of 
God is used or the one changes with the other, there is a certain intention to 
designate God as Creator God or as God of salvation. In our opinion, however, this 
cannot be done, just as in the New Testament a definite intention cannot always be 
recognized and proved when the various names of the Lord, Jesus or Christ, are 
used with their different meanings. Indeed, there are passages where no special 
motive can be proved for the choice of Elohim instead of Yahweh, of which then also 
Keil must admit that the "incident may as well be considered from the point of view 
of Elohim, that is, of divine direction and providence, as from the point of view of 
divine providence. 


1) In this definition, the newer scholars agree with the older ones, among whom Deyling 
in his "Observationes sacrae" Il, II has presented a lengthy discussion de voce XXXXX, even 
the critically oriented among the newer ones, such as Ewald, Dillmann, K6énig and others. Only 
the Assyriologist Friedrich Delitzsch, following the procedure of the Orientalist de Lagarde, has 
recently tried to give the word the meaning of "goal," but in doing so has experienced energetic 
opposition. 

2) Against this interpretation, which is also held and defended by the more positive among 
the newer Old Testament exegetes, especially the school of Wellhausen has turned, which, as 
we have explained earlier, sees in Yahweh only a Kenite deity, the weather or thunderstorm god 
enthroned on Mount Sinai and worshipped there. Wellhausen says in his frivolous way: "The 
etymology of Jahve is quite transparent: he drives through the lusts, he blows. Jahve also 
otherwise bears a resemblance to Wodan." ("Israelite and Jewish History.") 
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The first is that the name of God has been changed. 1) But a second moment must 
be added to explain the change of the names of God. Moses spoke and wrote, 
impelled by the Holy Spirit, but still in a common human way. It pleased God to have 
the words of his holy Scriptures recorded in a manner such as men speak and write 
among themselves. And just as men in word and writing hold fast to a name of God 
which they have used at first, and use it again and again, so it is quite conceivable 
that a holy writer may use the name "Lord" at one time, and at another time the 
name "God" for a longer time, because the name is, as it were, so in his mind - 
always, of course, ex inspiratione Spiritus Sancti, who has condescended to this 
peculiarity of human writers, as to others, and has taken it into his service. 

And still a third moment is to be considered in explaining the change of the 
names of God. It is now almost universally acknowledged that the art of writing was 
already in use in Abraham's time. Just the latest researches and findings in the 
Egyptological and Afsyriological field have confirmed this tremendously to the 
greatest discomfort of all Wellhausenians and evolutionists in the field of Israel's 
history. It is therefore possible, indeed probable, that the patriarchs also already 
wrote something. Luther already recognized this with his profound insight when he 
once said of Abraham: "But Abraham also showed us many and great benefits; for 
we have from him the whole of the Holy Scriptures. At first Adam preached orally 
with a living voice to the patriarch Noah, and Noah again to Abraham, the doctrine 
of God and the right worship of God, and delivered it, as it were, by hand, so that it 
came from one to another: but | believe that Abraham will have compiled a little book 
or history from Adam to his time. 2) And that Moses knew such records of the 
patriarchs and also made use of them in writing Genesis, is again not only possible, 
but even probable, if one considers that Genesis comprises the history of the 
primeval times and of Israel's prehistory up to the death of Joseph, but that Joseph 
died 360 years before the departure of the Israelites from Egypt, or 280 years before 
the birth of Moses. Therefore, not only the well-known older Reformed exegete 
Vitringa has put forward the view that Moses used written essays of the archfathers 
for Genesis, but also the Lutheran Quenstedt, in the midst of his perceptive 
discussion and defense of the biblical Lutheran doctrine of inspiration, has 
remarked, among other things: "Other (things) were indeed known to the holy 
shrieks, but they were not known to Moses. 


1) "Textbook of Historical-Critical Introduction to the Scriptures of the Old Testament." 
Third edition, p. 146. 
2) St. L. ed. |, 1753. 
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The history of the flood and of the fall of Sodom, as described by Moses, is not known 
to them from any other source, either by rumor or tradition, or by any human writing. 
(1) Here also we may justly suppose that Moses observed the manner of all 
historians, and used such faithfully delivered writings, and that the Holy Spirit 
condescended also to this manner of human writers, and drew them into his service, 
just as in the New Testament he used and availed himself of the own researches of 
Lucas, Luc. 1, 3; for in the Old Testament Scriptures, especially in the books of 
Samuel, Kings, and Chronicles, there are found dozens of references to other 
Scriptures, and even word-for-word parallels, which can probably only be explained 
by such an assumption. In this way, for example, the double account of creation 
which we have Gen. 1-2, 3. and Gen. 2, 4-25. may be explained at once, with its 
various names of God. This, however, is not a kind of hypothesis, but the fact 
remains that Genesis is a unified, systematic work of history, in which no omissions 
and strange additions can be discovered, written by Moses, driven by the Holy Spirit. 

With this explanation the objection, which one thinks to be able to take from 
Ex. 6, 2. ff. and with which the critics have operated a lot. There God speaks to 
Moses and says: "| am the Lord, and have appeared unto Abraham, Isaac, and 
Jacob, to be their Almighty God: but my name, Lord Jehovah, was not manifested 
unto them. From this the critics have wished to infer that the name of God, Jehovah, 
was unknown to the patriarchs; that they only knew something of God, Elohim. But 
from these words it does not at all follow that this name was entirely unknown, but 
only that it was not so common and customary in the pre-Mosaic period as it became 
through the great deeds of Jehovah in carrying Israel out of Egypt. And this is 
precisely connected with the meaning of the two names of God as explained above. 
That the name Jehovah was already known and used in pre-Mosaic times is shown, 
to mention only a double, by the name of Moses' mother and then by our passage. 
Mosi's mother's name was Jochebed (XXXX), Ex. 6,20. Num. 26, 59, a name that is 
clearly, like so many Israelite names, 


1) ,,Quaedam (res) naturaliter quidem cognoscibiles fuerunt, sed scriptoribus sacris 
actu incognitae, ob vetustatem et remotionem temporum aut locorum, nisi aliunde forte illis 
innotuerint, sive per famamam, sive per traditionem, sive per scripturam aliquam humanam, 
ut historia diluvii, excidii Sodomitici, a Mose descripta." (Theologia didactico-polemica sive 
systema theologicum, cap. 4, sect. 2. quaest. 3, p. 68.) 
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is composed with Jehovah, XXXX, and presupposes the naturalization of this name 
among the people. But our passage, with its declaration of God to Moses, stands in 
unmistakable relation to Gen. 17:1, where Jehovah speaks to Abraham, with whom 
he had established a covenant, which was now to begin with the promise of the birth 
of Isaac: "| am the Almighty God, "2' walk before me, and be godly." God proved 
Himself then and later to Abraham and his wife first of all as the Almighty, who brings 
about the birth of Isaac against the course of nature, and mightily and wonderfully 
multiplies, guides, and sustains their offspring. But now he wants to prove himself to 
his people Israel as Jehovah, as the absolute Being, as the faithful and true God of 
the covenant, who rules in the execution of his promises with unconditional freedom. 
That this is the correct explanation of this passage is confirmed by the verses 
immediately following. The Lord says further to Moses: "Not only have | established 
my covenant with them, to give them the land of Canaan, the land of their pilgrimage, 
wherein they were strangers; but | have also heard the lamentation of the children 
of Israel, which the Egyptians afflict with their groans; and | have remembered my 
covenant. Therefore say unto the children of Israel: | am the LORD, and will bring 
you out from your burdens in Egypt, and will deliver you from your rejoicing, and will 
redeem you with an outstretched arm, and with great judgments; And | will receive 
you for a people, and will be your God; and ye shall know that | am the LORD your 
God, which have brought you up out of the burdens of Egypt, and have brought you 
into the land which | have lifted up mine hand to give unto Abraham, to Isaac, and 
to Jacob: which | the LORD will give unto you for an inheritance. 6, 4. ff. 

Finally, it should be noted that in some cases the change of the names of God 
can only be attributed to the scribes of the Hebrew text. It is a known truth that the 
scribes, when copying the manuscript, probably mostly unintentionally, confused 
and interchanged words with similar meanings, synonyms. This can be corroborated 
by many examples, especially in New Testament textual criticism; thus also xx6¢ 
and Kbptoc, Zyaobc and Xpiotos were confused, as any 
critical edition of the Greek New Testament shows. Even if such confusions can be 
proven less frequently in the Hebrew text, they have nevertheless occurred. The 
Jewish scholar Gratz has therefore remarked on this question: "The copyists have 
not infrequently written or transcribed the one name of God for the other. The LXX 
has in some places yiipiog = XXXX where the Hebrew original says, and vice versa." 
1) (To be continued.) L. F. 


1. "Monatsschrift fur Geschichte und Wissenschaft des Judenthums," 1887, p. 528. 
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(Found in Luther's works.) 


De Magistratu Politico. 

Preliminary remark. - In June or July, 1533, appeared "Luther's responsibility 
for the sedition laid upon him by Duke George." Heavy was the charge. He had been 
"scolded" for being "a seditionist" in a letter to the "Elector of Saxony, my most 
gracious lord," from the pen of George. No wonder that Luther wrote in his defense 
the words which we use as a preface to this "Locus de Magistratu Politico." Luther was 
in St. Paul's situation. As St. Paul had to boast for God's glory, so did Luther. The 
passage reads thus, "Well, where thanks were to be earned for the cursed shameful 
world, and |, D. Martinus, had neither taught nor done anything else good, except 
that | have so enlightened and adorned the secular government or authorities, they 
should nevertheless, for the sake of a few things, thank me and be favorable to me, 
because they all, even my worst enemies, know well that such understanding of 
secular authorities under the papacy has not only lain under the bench, but also 
under all the stinking lousy priests and monks and beggars' feet has had to be 
pressed and kicked. For such glory and honor have | (by the grace of God) derived 
from it, be it dear or sorry to the devil and all his scales: that since the apostles' time 
no doctor nor scribe, no theologian nor jurist has so gloriously and clearly confirmed, 
instructed, and comforted the consciences of the secular classes as | have done, by 
the special grace of God. This | know for certain! For even St. Augustine nor Ambrose 
(who are the best in this matter) are not equal to me in this. Of this | boast to God for 
praise and thanksgiving, to the devil and all my tyrants and enemies for sorrow and 
vexation, and know that such fame is true, and both must be and remain known 
before God and the world, should they also become mad and foolish about it." (XIX, 
1834, § 18. St. L. ed. Vide also XIX, 537, 8 42.) 

2. "Worldly authority and regiment is an order of God." (XIII, 2058, 8 9.) 

Nota. Classicus ac primarius locus habetur Rom. 13, 1." (Gerhard.) 

"Worldly order is an outward thing; nor does it hew to faith, and is also an article 
of faith, for the word's sake, wherein it is fasted, Rom. 13." (XX, 1100, § 293. Anno 
1527. From the Scripture, "That these words of Christ, This is my body," etc.). 

"All offices of authority, from the least to the highest, are God's order, as St. 
Paul teaches Rom. 13, 1." (V, 1030, 8 6.) 
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"Esse plures magistratus species, colligitur ex loco apostolico Rom. 13, 1., ubi in 
plurali vocat éCovo1ag bmepsyovoac, ut ostendat, non unam, sed plures esse magistratus 


species, quibus omnibus et singulis obedientiae subditis debeatur." (Gerh., loc. de mag. polit. 
VI, sec. Il, 322, § 126.) 

"There"-Rom. 13-"is the worldly sword established." (X, 1981, 8 6.) 

3. "Secular standing is a divine order which everyone should obey and 
honor." (V, 1028, 8 2.) 

Nota. "God grant that the authorities, whether they be evil or good, shall be 
subject to them, if they have any other authority over bodily things. But if it would 
command spiritual things, then God takes hold of it in his judgment, and sits on his 
throne, and it is not to be followed or obeyed." (X, 1981, 8 6.) 

4. "The right of the sword has been from the beginning of the world." (X, 430, 
8 4.) 

Nota. On Gen. 9:6, Luther says: "Which may not be understood as of a plague 
and punishment from God upon murderers; for many murderers remain alive by 
penance or favor, and die without the sword; but it is said of the right of the sword, 
that a murderer is guilty of death, and he ought justly to be put to death by the 
sword." (I. c.) Vide Ex. 21, 24. 25. Matt. 26, 52. 

5. "God did not put a fox-tail in the hand of the authorities, but a sword." (XVI, 
115, 8 37.) 

Nota. "God has not put in the hand of the authorities a fox's tail, but a cutting 
sword." (XIII, 927.) 

"The worldly kingdom's handiwork is not a rosary or a little flower of love, but 
a mere sword (but a sword is a sign of wrath, severity, and punishment, and is not 
executed anywhere but from the wicked)." (XVI, 108, 8 21.) 

"The authorities in their office cannot nor shall not be merciful." (I. c., 8 22.) 

"The authorities may let the ministry be celebrated by grace." (I. c.) 

6. "The Scripture hath fine pure eyes, and looketh rightly upon the worldly 
sword, as that out of great mercy must be unmerciful, and for mercy and goodness 
exercise vain wrath and severity." (XVI, 111, 8 28.) 

Nota. "The sword's wrath and earnestness is as needful among the people, as 
eating and drinking, yea, as of life itself." (I. c., § 29.) 

7. “Worldly kingdom cannot exist where there is not inequality in persons, 
some being pious, some captives, some masters, some subjects." (XVI, 86.) 
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Nota. "Magistratus regit; subditi reguntur." (Gerhardi Aphor. succ. selecti, XXI.) 

"How great good we have in Christ, and lords also of the devil, yet is it the will 
of God that we should humble ourselves before them that are in the world, that is, 
the authorities and rulers, though thou be as holy as Jacob. - Neither was there ever 
a pope so holy as Jacob, nor does he not let him kiss his feet, but falls at the feet of 
the tyrant, gives him more honor than is due him, and does it from a right cause and 
a good heart; so think, as he himself says: "| have seen thy face as | saw the face of 
God. How dost thou lie thus, O Jacob? Shall you say thus to the unholy man? It is 
all directed to this, because Esau was a great lord, far above Jacob; therefore he 
looketh upon him as his lord, and lieth not, but it is his earnestness, for an example 
unto us. If any man be in authority, he is to be honoured, not for his own sake, but 
because it is the order of God, Rom. 13:1, 7. What doth Jacob inquire whether Esau 
abuseth his authority? He leaves him nevertheless the honor which the authority has, 
and speaks out arid that he has seen his face as the face of God." (Ill, 785, §§ 13. 
14. Anno 1527.) 

8. "Christ neither bequeaths nor gives anything to the authorities, but lets their 
regiment go as it ought and must go." (VII, 681, 8 228.) 

Nota. "Christ confirmed the secular sword, but did not use it." (X, 438, 8 17. 


Anno 1523. "Von weltl. How far obedience is owed to it.") 

"Wherefore, though Christ hath not wielded the sword, nor taught it, yet it is 
enough that he hath not forbidden it, nor abrogated it, but hath confirmed it." (X, 447, 
8 29.) 

9. "Christ casts us - Matth. 22, 21. - with body and goods under the emperor 
and secular law." (XVI, 94, 8 5. Anno 1525. "Dr. M. Luther's writing against the 
rapacious and murderous peasants.") 

Nota. Prayer to Caesar' etc. So also St. Paul speaks Rom. 13, 1. to all baptized 
Christians: 'Every man,’ etc.; and St. Peter, 1 Ep. 2, 13: "Be subjects," etc. To this 
doctrine of Christ we are indebted to believe"-"to live"-"as the Father hath 
commanded from heaven, saying: 'This is my beloved Son, whom he heareth.' Matth. 
17, 5. Marc. 9, 7. Luc. 9, 35." (1.6.) 

10. "The authorities are ordered by God for the sake of peace." (IV, 2769.) 

Nota. "Finis politiae est pax mundi; finis ecclesiae est pax aeterna." (XIII, 147,8 12. 


Anno 1532.) "Of the secular regiment. 
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At last, the request is temporal peace; at last, the request of the Christian church is 
not peace and peace on earth, but eternal peace." (I. c.) 

"Therefore one must diligently separate these two regiments, and let both 
remain. One that makes pious; the other that makes outward peace, and prevents 
evil works; neither is enough in the world without the other." (X, 437, § 15.) 

11. "Secular government does not presume to govern consciences, but acts 
only in temporal goods." (XIX, 832. St. L. ed.) 

Nota. In 1523 Luther wrote his treatise "On Secular Authority" and dedicated it 
to his sovereign John. In this writing, which was epoch-making, he warns the secular 
authorities with high and holy earnestness that they should not stretch themselves 
too far. In the X. Volume X (Walch's edition) we find this writing of Luther. It is divided 
into three parts. In the second part Luther shows that the authorities should not 
stretch their arm into a foreign territory. Namely: Let the souls be content! God alone 
will rule over them. Concern yourself only with temporal goods. - Whoever reads this 
writing of Luther's will find the finest weapons not only against those who are working 
with power to have our national constitution changed in one of its basic paragraphs, 
but also against the papists who call Luther's doctrine of authority "seditious. 

12. "The soul is not concerned with worldly rule." (XII, 37.) 

Nota. "Over the soul no one can have power but God." (X, 457, § 47.) 

13. "The soul is not under the emperor's power." (X, 458, § 48.) 

Nota. "For the emperor can neither teach them nor lead them, neither 
kill them nor bring them to life, neither bind them nor loose them, neither judge them 
nor pass judgment on them, neither keep them nor let them be kept, which should 
be the case if he had power to command them and lay down law over them; but over 
body, goods, and honor he has well to do such things, for such things are under his 
power." (1.6.) 

14. "With unbelief the secular police have nothing to do." (IX, 1169.) 

Nota. "Secular authority shall let believe, otherwise or so, as he can and will, 
and no one by force urge." (X, 455.) "It is a free work for faith, whereunto none can 
compel." (X, 455, § 43.) 

"Authority shall not hinder what anyone wants to teach and believe, be it 
gospel or lies, is gnug to hinder sedition and discord." (XVI, 64, § 9. Anno 1525.) 
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"How would the emperor come that he should govern my faith? He is a mortal 
man, who should rule over temporal good." (XIII, 1621, § 18.Anno 1530.) 


15. "The emperor cannot teach good works that belong to heaven; it is 
enough for him that he teaches good works for this temporal life." (X, 1053, § 49.) 

Nota. "The Christian regiment makes pious, the worldly regiment creates 
outward peace and wards off evil works; neither is gnug in the world without the 
other." (X, 437, § 15.) 

16. "The emperor shall and must descend into the other table, into the fourth 
commandment, higher he cannot - the devil then leads him." (XVII, 1723, § 133. 
"Wider Hans Wurst.") 


Nota."|n addition, he is also completely subject to the other table, and is obliged 


to keep what God commands in it, as well as the least man on earth; but in the first 
table he has nothing at all to do (neither as an angel nor a creature), that he can also 
do nothing else, but fear and tremble before God, his name and his word, let alone 
that he should change anything in this. For God alone reigns here. And though in the 
other table he also hath no power to change the commandments, yet he can govern 
the bodies and goods (so subject to him), that they may be used according to the 
same commandments, and not contrary thereto, as father and mother also have 
power in the house." (I. c. Vide XVII, 1698, § 87.) Aug. Schuessler. 
(Conclusion follows.) 
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I. America. 

Our School Exposition at St. Louis. Our Missouri Synod, founded in 1847, comprises 
2299 congregations, 1709 pastors, 857 school teachers, to which are added female teachers in 
a number of sub-classes. 1061 pastors, besides their regular office, and in most cases without 
further remuneration, give themselves to the trouble of teaching school in all the ordinary 
subjects, often five days a week. Of the regular schools, 438, or more than 50 per cent, are 
represented by pupils' work; 22 pastors' schools. Papers are found in the following subjects: 
English, United States History, Geography, Arithmetic, Fine Writing (English and German), 
Religion, German - Grammar, Dictation, Essay, Letter -, Drawing, Health, Animal Science, Plant 
Science, Shorthand, Algebra. The four first-named subjects are represented by 23,366, 2929, 
6788, 13,819 sheets each; German: 14, 143. Bound volumes to date 732; to these may be added 
asmall appendix; of drawings: 71. With regard to these parochial schools the following data may 
be of interest and required: they are maintained without state subsidy of any kind, by current 
contributions from the individual 
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communities. In all schools, with the exception of very few, instruction must be given in two 
languages, English and German. Time is devoted daily to religious instruction, which in other 
schools is spent on other subjects. Of the schools represented here, 142 are mixed, to be found 
in the country or in country towns. Almost insurmountable, but still deplorable conditions bring 
overcrowded classes. The exhibited work is mostly regular school work, with 80 to 100 percent 
of all that was done. Note the information on the red sheets. The cabinets contain samples from 
the various subjects and levels, taken from the volumes referred to. The volumes of student 
work are arranged alphabetically by state and address. A large wall map of the United States 
shows the number of schools in each state. The Synod maintains nine institutions of higher 
learning: two comprehensive high schools, established on the pattern of German high schools; 
two progymnasiums, one serving as a progymnasium and proseminary; one proseminary; one 
teachers' seminary; two preachers’ seminaries: one so-called theoretical and one practical. - 
Pictures, textbooks, catalogues. - Walther College is a college in St. Louis for boys and girls, 
maintained by private means, and approved by the Synod. Collection of student work. The 
Teachers’ Seminary at Addison, Illinois, exhibits work in the subjects there taught; but it would 
be well to point out the peculiar difficulties with which it has to contend. A collection of textbooks 


(and teaching aids), published by the Synod and produced by its publishing house (Concordia 


Publishing House), forms a notable and noteworthy part of this school exhibition. It shows the 
ever increasing and more complete equipment of this 'self-contained school system. The 
progress in the layout and equipment of the reading books, for example, from the old so-called 
St. Louis reading book to the new series of reading books for German-American schools, will 
not escape the attentive observer. Special reference should be made to the language books, 
both German and English, since they have met with great approval; also to be mentioned are 


arithmetic books, drawing books, a geography and a “Manual of Physical Exercises" which has 
just been published; calculating machines. A large exhibition of the typographical products of 
the Synod Publishing House is to be found in the Liberal Arts Building, Group 17, Block No. 


2, Aisle B. (Reader. List Luth. School Exh.). 


Lutheran College Society of Louifiana and Other States. To relieve the preaching and 
teaching distress, especially in the Southern District of our Synod, the Missourian congregations 
in New Orleans, on the advice of the Gulf States Conference, held several meetings in May for 
the formation of a college society. The "E. L. B." reports, "At this (first) meeting, a temporary 
organization was brought to pass, various committees were appointed, etc. In short, a beginning 
was made. On May 13, another meeting was held, and the following is reported here. After 
Praeses Wegener had opened the meeting with a prayer, the committee, which had been 
charged with drafting a constitution for the Society, reported that it was ready to present its work. 
This was done, and point by point was discussed. The name of the society shall be, 'The 
Lutheran College Society of Louisiana and other States.' The main purpose of the institution 
shall be to prepare boys for the preaching or school ministry. However, those who do not have 
this purpose in mind shall also be readily admitted and shall be offered a solid course of 
instruction. 
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be adopted. After this, various paragraphs concerning the administration etc. were discussed 
and adopted. P. C. Niermann was elected as President of the Society, P. C. J. Cramer as Vice- 
President, teacher J. H. Schénhardt as Secretary, Mr. E. Brinig as Financial Secretary, and Mr. 
W. Johnson as Treasurer. Furthermore, it was determined that the above-mentioned officials (or 
their successors) should form the Board of Directors, in whose hands the business of the Society 
should be conducted. As to membership, the adopted Constitution provides that any 
communicating member of a congregation of the Synodical Conference may become a member 
of the Society, but that only such male members as have attained the age of twenty-one years 
shall have and exercise the right to vote. Minimum dues for a member shall be $1.00 per year. 
It was further resolved to place the election of a Professor in the hands of the Board of Directors. 
It is further reported that the Society has resolved to collect the promised dues from June 1. So 
much for the proceedings of the Society. It should only be added that the Zion congregation has 
placed its large schoolhouse at the disposal of the Society, which was accepted with joy and 
thanks." -Whoever desires to become a member of the Society, should apply to the President of 
the Society, Father C. Niermann, 438 Olivier St., New Orleans, La. - The present shortage of 
preachers and teachers in our Synod can only be remedied by preachers, teachers, parents, and 
all members of the congregation working to send more pupils to the institutions, and to establish 
new institutions wherever necessary. F. B. 

Where is the difference? Thus asks Father Rembe of the Canada Synod in the "Kirchen- 
Blatt" of the Canada Synod with reference to the free conferences and thus answers: "As is well 
known, the various Lutheran synods of our country are now trying to come to an agreement in 
doctrine through free conferences. Three such conferences have already been held. They have 
first discussed predestination, then, in order to have a firm basis for the interpretation of the 
Scripture passages in question, the analogy of faith. But in the process, as at least it seems to 
me from the newspaper reports, the rift between the various synods has grown wider instead of 
narrower. Where does the difference actually lie? In the doctrine of election by grace 
(predestination)? Or in the doctrine of the analogy of faith? Basically, it lies in another field, 
namely, in the same field in which Pelagianism and Semi-Pelagianism, gross and subtle 
synergism, have taken place. It is, therefore, a question that has moved men for thousands of 
years: can man himself do anything for his conversion and his salvation, or does God alone do 
everything? Since Pelagius denied original sin, he taught that every man is born in the state to 
which Adam was first created: 'God hath made it the property of man to be what he wills, that he, 
being capable of good and evil, might by nature be both, and direct his will to either.’ Only by 
seeking to do good by his own natural powers does man earn the assistance of divine grace; 
this, then, does not make good possible for him in the first place, but only makes it easier for 
him. To the sentence of Pelagius: ‘Through freedom the will attains grace' Augustine opposed 
the other: ‘Through grace the will attains freedom’. Only the supernatural influence of God's grace 
produces in us the will to do good; but the natural man, corrupted by original sin, can only resist 
the good (God). To the question, why then would not all men be blessed, since no one has 
anything in advance of the other, because by nature they can all only resist grace, he replied 
with the 
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Reference to the eternally guided inscrutable counsel of God, according to which he had chosen 
a part of mankind to blessedness, but left the other to well-deserved ruin. At the Council of 
Ephesus (431), the Church accepted Augustine's doctrine and condemned that of Pelagius. But 
this was not the end of the controversy. John Cassian of Massilia sought to mediate. With 
Pelagius he upheld the freedom of the will to do good, but limited it by the doctrine that without 
the help of grace the seeds of virtue (piety, good thoughts, beginnings of faith) could not grow 
and reach perfection. This doctrine, according to which man can after all contribute a little to his 
blessedness, and which is called Semipelagianism, was rejected at the Synod of Avancia (529). 
At the same time it was determined that the rejection of one man to damnation was not to be 
sought in the will of God, but in their own rebelliousness. In spite of this rejection, however, the 
(Catholic) Church of the Middle Ages held on to this semipelagianism in practice (works 
righteousness). Luther only renewed the Augustinian doctrine. But also in the Lutheran Church, 
especially at Melanchthon's suggestion, one has again and again attempted to prove and 
establish a contribution (synergism), albeit a very subtle and small one, on the part of man to 
his blessedness. Now what does Scripture teach? Two doctrines it proclaims to us clearly and 
unmistakably: 1. manis saved by God's grace alone; 2. man is lost through his guilt alone. These 
are two doctrines so firmly supported by clear passages of Scripture that all tampering with them 
is futile. They are like two strong, solid pillars standing side by side, unbridged. And here the 
difference between the various Lutheran synods begins. For here the old question arises: Why 
then does not God make all men blessed? To the simple man the answer seems easy: Because 
they do not all believe in Jesus Christ! But faith is only a free gift of God (8rd article). Now why 
does God give this faith to some and not to others? Why does he break the natural reluctance 


in some and not in others? Here the one party says (as far as | at least understand it): Ignoramus 


et ignorabimus: we do not know and will not know; but the other party is always trying to answer 
these questions, to press those two pillars, in order, as they think, to create a harmonious whole. 
But this has been attempted in the Christian Church for 1500 years without ever succeeding. 
Scripture fails us in this. Wherever the solution was thought to have been found, it violated the 
clear teaching of Scripture: 'For by grace are ye saved through faith; and the same not of 
yourselves. It is the gift of God, not of works, lest any man should boast,’ Eph. 2:8. Our reason 
cannot comprehend this apparent contradiction: blessed by grace alone, and damned through 
our own fault alone; therefore it tries again and again to mediate. Philosophically it seems to 
succeed; but in the words of Scripture it does not. It is a mystery which, the more we try to 
illuminate it, the darker it becomes for us. But in eternity, when we see it face to face, it too will 
be solved. That is why | think of those two clear teachings as two lines, not running parallel with 
each other, but running towards each other. In eternity, then, but not before, we shall know the 
point where the grace of God and the moral responsibility of man meet." - Yes, it is so. From the 
fact that here on earth, where we are bound by Scripture, and have no facts whatever to lead 
us beyond Scripture, and where we can neither add to Scripture, nor 
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From the fact that we cannot find a corner here on earth which shows how the doctrines of 
common grace and particular election converge, it does not yet follow that there is no 
convergence. It is a gross slander of Missouri to insinuate and assert in the present controversy 
about analogia fidei: Missouri teaches that there are contradictions in doctrines in the Bible and 
that the Christian must believe contradictions. The Scriptures teach and Missouri believes no 
contradictions at all, neither in the doctrine of God, nor of the person of Christ, nor of the Lord's 
Supper, nor of conversion and election by grace. But Missouri, like all true Christians, believes 
mysteries wherever they are found in the Bible. Indeed, there is not a Christian on earth who 
does not believe in mysteries. Whoever of our opponents really believes no mysteries, is no 
Christian. And whoever of them is a Christian also believes mysteries, whether he admits it in 
words or not. We are not ashamed, therefore, to confess before all the world that we believe 
mysteries, doctrines which we cannot rhyme here on earth. And with reference to these 


mysteries, however, we declare: "Ignoramus et ignorabimus/* "Ignorabimus" admittedly only 
with reference to this world, not to that world. In the school above, where we behold the whole 
God, we shall see, as we do all mysteries, so also fully and completely, and not merely, as here 
on earth, in part and imperfectly, how universal grace is in most beautiful harmony with particular 
election. But we do not believe in contradictions here on earth either. It is not Missouri, but the 
opponents of Missouri, who unreasonably make contradictions out of difficulties and mysteries. 
Yes, even here the Ohioans have not only the Scriptures, but also common sense and logic 
‘against them. Their whole position is based on the sophism: what we cannot rhyme now, that 
contradicts itself; where we cannot prove unity and harmony here on earth, there is none. It is 
this rationalism, or more properly, this irrationalism, which underlies Ohio's struggle against 
Missouri. F. B. 

The Synodal Conference seeks to make a sect out of the Lutheran Church. 

This is what the "Church Gazette" of the lowa Synod asserts. In its June 11 issue it says: "We 
have often wondered that the General Convention is so cool to the struggles of the Synodical 
Conference and its opponents in the West as if they were no concern of the Lutheran Church in 
the East, while these struggles, which have long since assumed a fundamental character, are 
about nothing less than the preservation of the historic Lutheran Church, which is in danger of 
being made a sect by the Synodical Conference." - The Synodical Conference holds that 
complete unity of faith exists only where one embraces all the doctrines of the faith clearly 
revealed in Scripture, and that no church fellowship should be maintained with those who 
persistently deny clear teachings of Scripture. Is lowa willing to chide a fellowship which takes 
this position, a sect? F. B. 

The "Lutheran Church Newspaper" of Columbus, Ohio, writes in its issue of June 4: 
"Missouri demands complete agreement in all doctrinal matters and wants nothing to do with 
‘open questions’. It has been, and even officially still is, our position, but a sentiment more 
favorable to lowa has arisen in some parts of our Synod, especially as lowa agrees with us in the 
doctrines of election by grace and conversion." - According to this, there are not a few in the Ohio 


Synod who would put up with mild unionism. But again, obsta principiis! The same "church 
paper" 
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writes of June 11: "The Lutheran Evangelist once again prophesies that 
The next generation, or the generation after that, would feel very differently about uniting 
Lutheran synods than we do. Our children and grandchildren would be so Americanized that 
they would unite into one large American Lutheran church body. That these and those synods 
do not want to unite today is due to the fact that they still hold too foreign views. But our 
descendants, as true Americans, would be more broad-minded, would have a clear view, and 
would gladly welcome a union of all Lutherans. The writer of this nonsense, Dr. Butter himself, 
evidently has no understanding at all of the demands of Holy Scripture on this point. When the 
apostle writes: 'Be of one mind’, such unity is only possible when we are of one mind in the 
teaching of the Word of God. Moreover, Butter expects a unification of the synods, which are still 
separated, not from the discussion of the existing doctrinal differences on the basis of the Word 
of God, but from the genuine, free ‘American spirit'. From such a union may the Lord preserve 
us and our posterity." - Fine and craffe unionism, however, are very different, not qualitatively, 
but quantitatively. F. B. 

In the General Convention, it is especially the younger pastors who speak the word 
of unionism. The "Lutheran Church Gazette" reports: "An article of praise appeared in the 


Philadelphia Press on May 16 about Rev. Charles L. Fry, pastor of St. Luke's English Lutheran 
congregation. The article contains a large picture of the pastor and extends over two columns. 
Here are a few sentences: When a representative of Lutheranism is required for any general 
body in this community either Mr. Fry or Rev. Edwin Heyl Deck, of St. Matthew's, is certain 
to be chosen. . . . For reasons which can be clearly traced in the development of American 
Lutheranism the denomination has been pronouncedly conservative and has stood rather 
apart from the popular religious currents. That a different spirit has come over many churches 
of Philadelphia is no doubt due in part to the influence exerted by Mr. Fry and a few other 
younger ministers. In ten years, remarked Mr. Fry when speaking upon this subject, I expect 
to see no vestige left in Philadelphia of this Lutheran exclusiveness." - Lutheran 


exclusiveness" is understood in the General Synod and in the General Council to mean two 
things: 1. the conviction that the Lutheran doctrine is the only correct one and that all contrary 
doctrines contradict the truth; 2. the refusal of Lutheran pastors and congregations to cultivate 
ecclesiastical fellowship with the sects. The first, however, like the second, is what God's Word 
demands of every Christian. According to the report in the "Kirchenblatt", therefore, Father Fry 
would be bent on rooting out this obedience to God's Word in the Conciliar. F. B. 

The Lodge System in the General Convention. The Ohio "Church Newspaper" writes of 
June 11: "At the Pittsburgh Conference Prof. Dr. G. H. Gerberding of Chicago also once dared 
to call attention to the lodges. 'Should we not,' he asked, 'courageously oppose the pernicious 
lodge system, which tramples under foot what we hold in high esteem?’ So reports the 'Luth. 
Herold." It is quite rare to find the Lodges mentioned in the papers of the General Council. This 
statement of Dr. G. is also only reported, and the editor, who otherwise finds ample opportunity 
to spice the report with all kinds of puffing interjections, has his tongue stuck to the roof of his 
mouth here. The position of the General Council on the Lodge is at bottom even more pernicious 
than that of the General Synod. The latter declares simply: Membership of the Lodge is a matter 
for the Christian- 
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freedom. The Conciliar, on the other hand, takes a theoretical stand against the Lodge and 
condemns it as anti-Christian, forbids even its pastors to join the Lodge; and yet the Lodge, and 
even the very grossly pagan Freemasonry, is tolerated in the congregations (at least in very 
many) without objection. Pastors are not allowed to join because the Lodge is anti-Christian, and 
parishioners are quietly left in such anti-Christianity, and treated as good Christians." - The 
"Church Gazette" of Reading reports that many pastors of the Pennsylvania Synod are also 
lodge members. F. B. 

The Pennsylvania Synod held its 157th meeting in Philadelphia. The main subjects of the 
proceedings were (1) Muhlenberg College, (2) the mission among the Slavonians in the coal 
regions of Pennsylvania, (3) discussion of the doctrine of the Holy Spirit, and (4) Father 
Wischan's criticism of the heathen mission and the lodge pastors. As for Muhlenberg College, 
the German pastors made bitter complaints that German was not treated as a living language. 
For the mission among the Slavonians '500.00 was granted. Concerning the third point, the 
"Kirchenblatt" of Reading writes: "For years there have been no doctrinal discussions at the 
Synod, because there was no time for them because of all the ‘business’. This time, too, 
Professor Dr. Jacobs had proposed to postpone the doctrinal discussion until next year for lack 
of time; but Father H. Offermann opposed it and emphasized that there would probably be no 
time left for it next year either. So the theses that Fr. Offermann had worked out for himself on 
"the doctrine of the Holy Spirit" were presented on Monday morning. Everyone felt during the 
discussion what a lack it had been up to then that these were missing. We hope it will be better 
in the piece in the future." Finally, the same paper writes about the lodge pastors: "This year, 
because we have often pointed out the latter case, this question also came before the Synod, 
but not publicly, only in the Ministry. It came to light that many pastors of the Synod belong to 
secret societies. Some, like Fr. R. Schmidt, also demanded that these be called to account, but 
this was not wanted. No name was to be mentioned either, it was only to be a quiet warning. " 

F. B. 


The American Bible League held its first meeting in New York from 
May 3-5. The purpose of this League is to unite the opponents of higher criticism in the various 
communities, and to encourage them to fight against modern unbelief. The Presbyterian writes: 
"Mr. William Phillips Hall, President of the League, presided, and briefly stated the aims of 
the organization. It has grown out of a pressing need. Confidence in the Bible is weakening 
in many directions under hostile and destructive criticism, which must be met upon its own 
ground. Organization is necessary. The Bible League is a growth of the times. It has its place 
and use. Its object is* to organize the friends of the Bible, to promote a more reverential and 
constructive study of the sacred volume, and to maintain the historic faith of the Church in 
its divine inspiration and supreme authority as the Word of God. Strongly represented were 


the Presbyterians, the Baptists, and the Lutherans of General Council and General Synod 
(Remensnyder, Wolf, Weidner, Schmauk, Fry). The Congregationalists and Episcopalians do 
not seem to have participated. Rather, in the Churchman and Congregationalist, this whole 
movement has been condemned as backward, limited, and intolerant. The organ of the League 
is The Bible Student and Teacher. The subject of all proceedings has been, "The Bible in its 


Present Day Relations." The particular subject of the 
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The first session was entitled "The Present Assault upon the Bible." Dr. Gregory 
remarked, "The study of the Bible as the authoritative revelation of God has been displaced 
by an unjustifiable literary and critical method that assumes that the Bible is mere literature, 
originating, like the literature of Babylon, Greece, and Rome, in legend and myth. The 
historical-critical results of the new view have been embodied in the Encyclopaedia Biblica, 
the Polychrome Bible, and the beginning of the * Students' Old Testament,’ by Professor 
Kent, of Yale. One finds on a single page in the Polychrome Bible nineteen different little 
portions pieced together to make one small fragment of history, all of which snippets the 
critic professes to be able to separate and assign to different writers, though there is not a 
whisper in all history of the existence of any such writers. In their application to the Gospels 
in the same work, Professor Schleede finds that there are only seven facts left that can at all 
be depended upon as historical in the four Gospels, and every one of these is absolutely 
insignificant so far as Christian truth is concerned. It is this condition of things the American 
Bible League desires to remedy. . . - . The second object of this league is to help the people 
to see the Bible as it is and to find out what is in it." At the same meeting Dr. Patton, the 
eloquent president of Princeton, delivered a lecture on "The Nature of the Present Assault 
upon the Bible and its Unparalleled Danger." In the same he said, among other things, 
"A new philosophy of religion has arisen, and with it anew meaning and attitude toward the 
Bible and Christianity. The new criticism cannot hold the old view of revelation and the 
Christian religion. It regards ‘Christianity as a movement, a stage in a great cosmic process, 
a movement of evolution, with which we have as little to do as with the equinoxes'. The 
Scriptures are treated as simply a history of religious experiences-mere records of what men 
once thought and felt. Christianity is regarded as one, though the best, of ethnic religions. It 
is not without its errors of record. There is no such thing as primeval innocence, no fall, no 
redemption, no incarnation. These things are not accepted as doctrines, but as pretty 
teachings, constituting nothing more than a metaphysical philosophy. Bring rationalistic 
critics down to the point and they dodge the issue when you ask, 'Did Christ have a pre- 
existence? Did he rise from the dead? Was he ever really dead? Was he God of very God?’ 
At this juncture they begin to talk of moralities. They demand ethics. Well, let them be tried 
on the ethical side. Jesus Christ taught morals-said something about divorce and duty to man 
and God. But on what authority? Was it human or divine? If human, it can be accepted or 
rejected as man's teachings; but if divine, it holds for all time. Moreover, mere morals will 
not answer. There must be something else for a poor sinner. An atonement is necessary. In 
the interests of morality, home, trade, and the ten commandments we must keep our old 
Christianity and go back to Paul and the atoning blood. Or is it back to atheism and despair?" 
The subject of the second morning session was "Practical Consequences of the Attack 
upon the Bible. " In the afternoon, "The Groundlessness of the Present Rationalistic Claims" 
was negotiated. Prof. Osgood, of Rochester Seminary, had sent in a paper on the subject, 
"The Identity of the Present Views with those Propagated One Hundred Years Ago (Payne 
and Voltaire)." He showed, "The only difference is that the former attacks upon the Bible 
came from outside of the Church, but now they come from within it." Prof. 


Ecclesiastical contemporary history. 279 


Weidner lectured on "The Uncritical Character of the Present Application of the 
Rationalistic Principles of the New Testament.” In the evening Dr. Wright of Oberlin spoke 
on "The Unscientific Character of the Prevailing Higher Criticism, with its Evolutionary Fad; 
or, Misdirected Scholarship." The subject of the closing session was "Method Proposed by 
the League for Remedying Evils." The Presbyterian writes: "Dr. Gregory, the General 
Secretary, stated that a vigorous campaign would begin at once; and a fond of $10,000 was 
needed now, and $100,000 later. The friends of criticism have millions at their back with great 
publishers as allies, and it will take money to prepare and circulate a counteractive literature. 
Dr. Burrell urged that the League appoint a local secretary in every city and town in the United 
States and Canada. President Hall announced that another convention, far more 
comprehensive in its scope, will be held next fall, at which the greatest non-critical Bible 
scholars on both sides of the Atlantic will be present, including Sir George Anderson. It is 
also designed to issue Bible reading primers, and primers on vital issues, and later on, to 
publish a Bible dictionary and encyclopaedia. Centers for the propagation of Bible study are 
to be established." - Of all the speakers, so far as we have followed the reports, none 
spoke in favor of verbal inspiration as taught by Scripture itself. F.B. 

The Methodist Protestant General Conference has unanimously declared that the 
proposed union with the Congregationalists and the "United Brethren" be set in motion. Only two 


conditions are laid down: "First, A statement of the common fundamental doctrines of the 
Christian faith. Second, A representative form of government, securing to the local churches 
the largest degree of liberty consistent with some form of connec- tionalism, that will conserve 
all the great interests of the church and most effectively promote the kingdom of God." The 
Congregationalist believes that the following two sentences in the Constitution of the "National 
Council of Congregational Churches" will furnish a satisfactory basis for union: 1. "They agree 
in belief that the Holy Scriptures are the sufficient and only infallible rule of religious faith 
and practice, their interpretation thereof being in substantial accordance with the great 
doctrines of the Christian faith, commonly called evangelical, held in our churches from the 
early times, and sufficiently set forth by former general councils." 2. "They agree in belief 
that the right of government resides in local churches, or congregations of believers who are 
responsible directly to the Lord Jesus Christ, the one head of the Church Universal and of all 
particular churches; but that all churches, being in communion one with another as parts of 


Christ's Catholic Church, have mutual duties, subsisting in the obligations of fellowship."- 
All three interested bodies agree that .one must be satisfied with unanimity in some essentials, 
and that Christians must not be required to agree in all points of doctrine. F. B. 

At the Methodist Episcopal Convention in Los Angeles, Dr. Munhall had brought a suit 
against the higher critics and liberal theologians among the Methodists, especially at the Chicago 
and Boston institutions. When the matter came up, a delegate from Canada declared: the Church 


had no right to require any member to believe things which science had disproved, "At this" - 


said one report - "tbe oollege presickeots anck tbeir entourage applauckeck vigorously." 
Dr. Dudson 
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said: the Bible criticism could not harm the church and modern thinking could not harm the 
blessedness. - Thus the Bible critics were publicly and vigorously defended. From Munhall and 
his cohorts, on the other hand, fierce attacks were made on evolutionists, higher critics and 
rationalists. The question was whether one could and would unite faith and unbelief, church and 
Babel. The result of the negotiations was that the false teachers were as good as acquitted. 
Among these was Professor Bowne of Boston, who, in his writing on "Reconciliation," says, for 


example: "There is, then, no literal substitution of one person for another, no literal 
satisfaction of the claims of justice, n6 literal payment of a debt, no literal ransom or 
redemption, but a work of grace on our behalf which may be more or less well described in 
these terms. One who has been saved from sin and restored to righteousness and the divine 
favor may well think of himself as redeemed and ransomed, or as freed from debts he could 
never pay. And he might also well and truly think of his Savior as having offered Himself up 
as a sacrifice for him, as having died for him and redeemed him by His blood. But this is the 
language of emotion and devotion and gratitude and discipleship. It is the language of the 


Christian heart and life, not the language of theological theory." - At the same conference, 
when several delegates condemned the efforts of the Roman priests to control the secular press 
and politics and to undermine the public school system, Dr. King delivered the following eulogy 


on the Roman Church: "The Roman Catholic Church has done a magnificent work in this 
country for a class of people that perhaps no other form of religion could have moulded so 
well for the well-being of our country. I feel like putting my hand under every evangelizing 


agency In this world that helps to uplift men and not pull them down." - Of the 748 delegates, 
79 were Negroes and 25 were women. The Methodist Episcopalians at present number 
3,031,918 members, an increase in four years of 138,025, or 4.76 per cent. The Apologist writes: 
"The percentage of increase has varied considerably and inexplicably. In the preceding six 
quadrienniums the percents were respectively: 7/2, 4, 12, 20, 16, 4, and 4-3/4 To obtain the real 
increase, itis necessary to count to the net increase the number of those who have died, namely, 
154,882. This gives a total increase of 292,907, or a little more than 10 per cent. The increase 
of clerks, teachers, and pupils in the Sunday schools is 119,075; the total number at present is 
3, 124,644." F. B. 


The Presbyterian General Assembly held its 116th meeting at the end of May. 

lung in Buffalo. With reference to the Southern Presbyterians it was resolved: "Resolved: That 
this General Assembly of the United States of America hereby removes all aspersions and 
charges of any and every kind, made by previous Assemblies, reflecting on the Christian 
character of the Presbyterian Church of the United States, and is ready at any time to confer 
on the subject of closer relations, whenever such conference shall be agreeable to the General 
Assembly of the United States." As early as 1882 the Southern Assembly had resolved: 
"Resolved: That, while receding from no principle, we do hereby declare our regret for, and 
withdrawal of, all expressions of our Assembly which may be regarded as reflecting upon, 
or offensive to, the General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church in the United States of 
America.” The decision of the Northern Presbyterians at Buffalo was greeted with exuberant joy 
by the Southern Assembly meeting at the same time in Mobile. One report said, "Forgetful that 
they were in a church, 
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they gave expression to their feelings of surprise and gratification in the most tumultuous 
applause ever heard at a meeting of our Southern General Assembly. So loud and general 
was it that it drowned the sound of the Moderator's gavel, as he rapped for order. It almost 
died away, and then once more rolled out in an unmistakable evidence of the depth of feeling 
that had been evoked." Hereupon the Southerners passed a resolution in which they declared 
themselves in favor of "Closer relations." Corresponding proposals were also immediately 
discussed. - The main subject of the negotiations in Buffalo, however, were the proposals for 


union with the Cumberland Presbyterians. The committee's proposals, which we have already 
reported in an earlier issue of "L. u. W.", were debated at length. President Patton of Princeton 


and President Moffat of Washington and Jefferson College spoke vigorously against union with 
the Cumberland Arminians. But as at the revision meetings in 1902 and 1903, so again at Buffalo 
it appeared that strictly Calvinistic Princeton had only a small minority in its favor. With an 
overwhelming majority the proposals of the Committee were accepted. But the union cannot be 
consummated until at least two-thirds of the presbyteries have spoken in favor of it. The 


theological basis of the union is: "The doctrinal basis of the Confession of Faith of the 
Presbyterian Church in the United States of America, as revised in 1903, and of its other 
doctrinal and ecclesiastical standards; and the Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments 
shall be acknowledged as the inspired Word of God, the only infallible rule of faith and 
practice." Adopted also was the following sentence, "It is mutually recognized that such 
agreement now exists between the systems of doctrine contained in the Confessions of Faith 


of the two Churches as to warrant this union-a union honoring alike to both.” It is thus evident 
that this is a grossly unionistic union. Dr. Coyle, the Moderator of the previous meeting, declared, 
"We are to have the same standard of doctrine with enough liberty to interpret it. We didn't 
ask the Cumberland Church to strike its colors and sneak back into the old camp like 
cowards.... I think the time has come for me to declare boldly that the Calvinistic system is 
not synonymous with Christianity any more than the name of John Calvin is synonymous 
with the name of Jesus Christ." In Chicago, the same Dr. Coyle declared to a congregation of 
Presbyterians who agreed with him, "The doctrine of election by grace is in our Confessions, but 
itis generally a dead letter, for it is seldom or never preached from the pulpit." So again in Buffalo 
the phrase has triumphed. How could truth have triumphed either, since neither the Calvinistic 


nor the Arminian Presbyterians are in possession of the truth? Everyone should have the right 
to understand and interpret the Westminster Confession as it suits him. This is also true of the 


resolution passed at Buffalo to satisfy the strict Calvinists: "Resolved,.... That the revision of 
the Confession of Faith effected in 1903 has not impaired the integrity of the system of 


doctrine contained in the Confession." At Dallas, Tex. the Cumberland Presbyterians, at 


present numbering 185, 109 members, and 1616 preachers, also declared themselves in union 
by adopting the committee proposals. - Concerning the marriage of divorced persons, item II of 


the proposals of the "InterChurch Conference on Marriage and Divorce" was rejected in 
Buffalo. The section reads: "Recognizing the comity which should exist between Christian 
churches, and believing that it would be desirable and tend to the increase of a spirit of 
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Christian unity, we earnestly advise all the ministers under the care and authority of this 
General Assembly to refuse to unite in marriage any person, or persons, whose marriage such 
ministers have good reason to believe is forbidden by the laws of the Church in which such 
person, or persons, seeking to be married may hold membership." At a later meeting, 
however, this resolution was thus modified: "That, recognizing the comity which should 
exist between churches represented in the Inter-Church Conference, acknowledging as they 
do the law of Christ as supreme, we advise each minister under the authority of this Assembly 
to refuse to unite in marriage any member of any such church whose marriage is known to 
such minister to be prohibited by the laws of the church in which such person holds 
membership, unless such minister believes that in the peculiar circumstances of a given case 
his refusal would do injustice to an innocent person who has been divorced for Scriptural 


reasons." Many delegates publicly declared that they entirely shared the position of the 
Episcopalians on this question. F.B. 


According to the statistics of American colleges, Yale has a senior class of 289. Among 
them only 181 call themselves Christians, and among them only 15 want to become pastors, 
while 2 have in view the profession of heathen missionaries. Princeton has 288 seniors, 186 of 
whom are Christians, and 11 of whom desire to be pastors and 6 missionaries. The University of 
Pennsylvania has in its senior class 680 students, of whom 300 call themselves Christians, and 
10 have chosen the clerical ministry and 4 the profession of missionary. Ohio - State University 
with 200 seniors, 110 of whom want to be Christians, yields 3 each pastors and missionaries. 
lowa State University has 219 seniors, including 120 Christians, not one of whom wants to be a 
preacher either. The University of Kansas has 124 seniors, 60 Christians, and none for the 
clerical office. Out of 1800 seniors in 6 colleges only 44 for the preaching ministry or mission | - 
Desire and love for the preaching ministry can only be awakened at such institutions where the 
gospel of the grace of God in Christ JEsu goes in pregnancy. 

F.B. 


ll. foreign countries. 


Science and sophistry. Dr. BlaB, professor of philosophy in Halle, explained these two 
terms in a lecture at the Evang. Vereinshause in Hanover: "Where there is predominantly 
appearance, there is sophistry; where there is predominantly truth, there is science. In other 
words: where the facts prevail, and supposition and imagination follow and adapt themselves to 
them as far as possible, there we have science. Where, on the other hand, the imagination and 
own construction prevail, with leaning on the facts as far as they are convenient, and with raping 
them when they become inconvenient, | call this sophistry, while the sophist himself gives it as 
science." According to this, sophistry is not merely a large part of what the individual sciences 
and philosophy boast of as "science," but also higher criticism and the entire modern "scientific" 
theology. In this we are thinking not only and first of all of liberal theology, but especially of 
modern Lutheran theology since Schleiermacher, which wants to be both science and scriptural 
theology. The fact is that it is neither science nor scriptural theology, but sophistry, for it bends 
and twists the facts and teachings of Scripture in the interest of its system. It approaches 
Scripture with a preconceived system and rapes the clear statements of Scripture, which do not 
fit into its system. 
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want to add. But this, according to the judgment of the Scriptures as well as of sound reason, is 
the way, not of theology and science, but of sophistry. F. B. 

The completed unification of the Lutheran Free Churches (Breslau and Immanuel 
Synod) is officially announced in the Pentecost number of the "Kirchenblatt f. d. Ev.-Lutheran 
congregations in Prussia": "By God's grace, the negotiations which have taken place since 
October 22, 1903 in all congregations of the Immanuel Synod on the part of the High Church 
College of the Evangelical Lutheran Church in Prussia and the seniors of the Immanuel Synod 
have led to the reunification of the two church communities which have been separated for 40 
years. As a result, the Immanuel Synod also decided to dissolve on June 12 of this year. The 
basis of our present union is the unanimous confession of the Holy Scriptures of the Old and New 
Testaments as the pure, clean fountain of Israel, and of the symbols of the Evangelical Lutheran 
Church drawn from the Holy Scriptures, including the Formula of Concord. The Holy Scriptures 
and these symbols alone constitute the publica doctrina (public doctrine) to which our pastors 
are to be committed at their ordination and according to which doctrine and life are to be judged 
in our congregations. We do not consider the differences of opinion that still exist among us to be 
church-dividing. Accordingly, the congregations of the two hitherto separate Lutheran church 
communities, which reject the union of the Prussian Regional Church, which is contrary to 
Scripture, unite to form one church body, under one office of church leadership and under the 
same ecclesiastical orders. We ask God, who is rich in mercy, to give his blessing to the work of 
peace and to make it suitable for the honour of his holy name, for the building of his kingdom, for 
the strengthening of the Lutheran church of our fatherland and for the promotion of the faith and 
the spiritual life of all our congregations, so that all the members of our church may grow in him 
who is the head, Jesus Christ, highly praised for eternity. Breslau and Magdeburg, on the holy 
feast of Pentecost 1904. The High Church College of the Evangelical Lutheran Church in Prussia. 
J. V.: W. Hinz. The seniors of the Evangelical Lutheran Immanuel Synod. O. Scholze, pastor, 
senior of the Immanuel congregation. Arthur Weber, Vicesenior of the Immanuel Synod." - The 
sentence, "The differences of opinion [in the doctrine of church government] still existing among 
us we do not regard as separating the church," shows that the union is a unionistic one. F. 
B. 

The late President Dr. Barkhausen still possessed the right to give an Immediatvortrag to 
the Kaiser. This was not granted to the new president Dr. Voigt. The "Voss. Ztg.": "Thus the 
Protestant Oberkirchenrath becomes a mere department of the Ministry of Culture and can 
therefore only communicate with the highest authority through it. 

Father Hachtmann gave a lecture to the "Lutheran Association for the Province of Saxony" 
on whether Dr. Seeberg taught Lutheranism. The "E. K. Z." writes: "Starting with the Berlin 
professor's position on the confessions and on Scripture, he especially pointed out his teaching 
on the person and work of Christ and denied the question. But this denial was more and more 
disputed by those present, and especially a pupil of Dr. Seeberg, Professor Lic. Griitzmacher, 
stood up for his teacher, who stood on the full confession of the true preexistent Deity of Christ, 
and was not to be challenged, because he had a new way of proclaiming ancient truth to a modern 
generation." As Hofmann of his day described the denial of the substitution as a "new way. 
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Dr. Seeberg, the representative of the Positives in Berlin, now uses this phrase to promote his 
false teachings concerning the person of Christ. Dr. Seeberg wants to make Christianity 
plausible to the "educated". In doing so, he has become a traitor to the truth. F. B. 

Methodist aberrations among community members. In the April issue of "Sanctification" 
Fr. Paul, a community man, wrote of his spiritual experiences: "All my previous beliefs were 
shattered at once; for at the same time with this faith in my new Adam | saw and felt myself 
delivered from every inclination to sin. Day and night passed, days and nights passed: and it 
was and remained new in me. All kinds of trials came my way, but | lived in the blessed newness 
of life. | felt as if all these things did not concern me at all. Whatever came to me, | lived on the 
two words and the truth decided in them: ‘Jesus will." The Saviour became 'real' and 'present' to 
me in a much deeper way than ever before. The nearness of the Father filled my horizon: and 
all this has remained my salvation uninterruptedly since that time. No defilement, either of 
thought or of temper, has taken place in me since then; nothing disturbing has come between 
the Lord and me, either by day or by night. | live in the blessed fact that Jesus is my new Adam, 
from whom | expect and may expect everything. Oh what blessedness there is in this! | was 
already happy before in my Jesus. Now my happiness is boundless." - Dr. Stoecker rightly points 
out that Fr. Paul exalts himself above David, Paul, and John. But Father Paul distinguishes 
sinlessness from non-sinning. He is not sinless, but he no longer sins! The Association people, 
like the Methodists, lack the right knowledge of the law as well as of the gospel. F.B. 

In Baden, ecclesiastical liberalism had already demanded equal rights for the various 
denominations at the General Synods in 1861 and especially in 1867. A new initiative in this 
regard has recently been undertaken by the Protestant church council in Mannheim. Its 
application, addressed to the Oberkirchenrath in Karlsruhe and intended for submission to the 
General Synod, demands the constitutional establishment of a number of ecclesiastical 
provisions, according to which a doctrine that corresponds to the present state of "scientific 
culture" should also be justified and, accordingly, the use of the apostolic creed should be 
exempted, the catechism should be removed from the elementary school and replaced by 
contemporary religious instruction. A "similar formula" of the Creed, to be permitted under certain 
circumstances, is proposed, which not only mutilates the contents of the 2nd and 3rd Articles, 
but dissolves them into general phrases. This formula reads: "1. | believe in God the Father, 
Almighty Creator of heaven and earth. 2. i believe in Jesus Christ our Saviour, the Son of God, 
who brings us to sonship with God, the Son of Man, who brings us to humanity, the Lord and 
Head of His church. 3. | believe in the Holy Spirit, the Spirit of God in humanity, the Spirit of 
Christ in Christendom, who sanctifies us, unifies us, and gives (vouches for) eternal life." It is 
true that the Oberkirchenrath of Baden unanimously rejected this application in agreement with 
the Grand Duke as the Bishop of the Land, and in so doing also gave as his reason that he 
would never contribute to the fact that "the proven foundation of our Landeskirche should be 
shaken by uncertain attempts, and thus its membership in the whole Protestant Church in the 
German Empire made tottering"-but he recognizes the two from long ago 
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as natural (!) and indispensable (!). The answer of the Oberkirchenrath therefore comes to the 
following: "You Mannheimers have in fact already in essence everything that you want to have 
established by law. The Mannheimers have then also convinced themselves that the 
Oberkirchenrath is right in this, and will now not bring their motion to the General Synod. 
(Ev.-luth. Frk.) 

In Neuendettelsau the fiftieth anniversary of the Deaconesses' Work was celebrated on 
9 May. The Bavarian pastors sent the following effusive greeting: "The congregation of 
Neuendettelsau has decided to quietly celebrate the fiftieth anniversary of L6he's founding of the 
Deaconess Work in Bavaria. This silent celebration of such a great event is a beautiful thing 
among this festive and pompous people. In this quiet celebration, however, a greeting from the 
Bavarian Evangelical Lutheran clergy may not and should not be missing. Léhe's life turned out 
differently, completely differently, than he had thought and wished for himself for some time. His 
own desires, plans and intentions were thwarted. The contentious man has been led into the quiet 
workshop of peaceful activity. The zealot for pure, healthy, Lutheran doctrine became the man of 
the most versatile practice, of the most lasting deeds. He who wanted to leave his church, served 
it most intensively. He who had the ecumenicity of the church in mind, was placed in a small 
place, and from this small place fertilized the Lutheran church far and wide. This course of life 
shows that God was with Pastor Loehe, that his work is from God. Because this is so irrefutably 
clear today after 50 years, the entire Bavarian Evangelical Lutheran clergy is celebrating the 
anniversary with us. God has confessed one of its members and has blessed his work 
abundantly. This is a precious sign to the whole clergy; it serves to cheer them up, to revive their 
courage, their hope. The LORD of hosts is with us; the God of Jacob is our refuge. He lives whom 
we serve, and there and then he reveals the glory of his name. L6he founded the work of the 
deaconesses among us. The work that once bore the shame now stands there in full glory. The 
world also praises, extols, blesses this work, honors those who walk in the robes of the deaconess 
and are true deaconesses. Bismarck once said: "No nation can imitate our officer corps. This 
sentence is not absolutely true. But the assertion is absolutely true that no religion in the world 
could produce the deaconess work except the Christian one. The deaconess work is an 
appearance of the glory of Christ to the world. Bless it for and for! May Christ the Lord preserve 
this work of His Church, may He preserve it for the poor members of the Church, may He preserve 
in Neuendettelsau the faith which is active in love, the humility which only wants to serve, the 
spirit of strength, love and discipline! May the greeting of the Bavarian clergy sound out in thanks 
to those who faithfully and conscientiously, gratefully and intelligently guard and increase Léhe's 
inheritance, and may it prove lively and effective in the winning of many personal forces for the 
great, rich, beautiful, fruitful work of Neuendettelsau!" This exuberant enthusiasm for the 
deaconess system is not healthy Lutheranism, but "new Mincherei." F. B. 

According to the new membership directory, the Brotherhood of the Rough House in 
Hamburg has 440 Brothers and Free Brothers. Among the latter are 84 clergymen and 11 civil 
servants. Of the active brothers, 116 are active in educational work as teachers, as well as in 
rescue and orphanages, 59 serve in the city mission, 61 in hostels for the home and association 
work. 


286Ecclesiastical - Contemporary. 


There are 8 in homes for the sick, drunkards, and workers, 37 in homes for the poor, after-work 
homes, and workers’ colonies, and 6 are serving prisoners. It is noteworthy that Silesia has sent 
54, Saxony 47, Brandenburg 46 of its compatriots to the Rough House. At present 29 members 
of the Rough House Brotherhood are active in the province of Brandenburg, and 20 in Berlin, 
mostly as city missionaries. (Ref.) 

“The case of Weingart" - so writes the "Weserzeitung" - "will probably become topical 
again in Osnabriick in the near future. At the election of churchwardens in St. Marien, which took 
place these days, only liberal men were elected, who, moreover, had declared their willingness 
to stand up for the election of Father Weingart in the event of a parish vacancy in St. Marien, 
which may occur in the near future. Today it is reliably reported that the Pastor primarius and 
Superintendent Bartels will leave office on October 1 of this year for health reasons. There is no 
doubt that Father Weingart, who is currently employed in the Bremen area, in Borgfeld, will again 
be elected for the Marienkirche. However, it is equally undoubted that the Hanoverian Consistory 
will not put any obstacles in the way of his appointment. The personnel changes at the State 
Consistory offer a guarantee that everything will be avoided there that could cause a new 
conflict." - Weingart had to resign from his office in Osnabriick some years ago because he had 
denied the resurrection of Christ from the pulpit. 

F.B. 

They kiss their fetters. At the "free church-social conference" in Hagen, Dr. Lemme also 
gave a lecture on the subject: "A strong Christianity - the salvation of the Reformation Church. 
In it, according to the report of the "A. E. L. K.," he also expressed the following thoughts, among 
others: The strength of the Reformation Church does not lie in the separation from the state. The 
state should only not hinder our freedom of movement according to our principles and then, after 
it has tied up our best forces, say that we are doing nothing. We demand parity, but whole parity, 
equal free movement, equal sunshine, and equal pleasure for the churches. If we have them, 
we need not fear the Jesuits. Speaker asks: "Is it parity if one church is given large funds, so 
that it can even catholicize with them, and the Protestant church itself is denied what it is entitled 
to after confiscation of the church goods? Is it parity if the clergy of the Roman Church is given 
plein pouvoir, but the organs of the Protestant Church are bound on all sides? Is it parity to 
place institutions under the protection of the law which we do not have, while on the other hand 
the name of Luther, which is dear to us, is exposed to the lowest vituperation? We want, free 
from the congregationalist nature of American free churchism, a healthy relationship between 
state and church, not without further ado the incorporation of the church regiment into the state 
administrative system. If the state, as is largely the case in Germany, uses its power to muzzle 
the gospel and to give "free science" light and air in the church, then it is time for the church to 
remember its inalienable rights, to shake off the shameful fetters of the state, and to organize 
itself as a free church. In this play, human bondage means at the same time rebellion against 
God and his Word. He who speaks here of loyalty to Caesar, raises himself up against the Lord 
and his anointed. F. B. 
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During a visit to Messina, the German Emperor personally gave five 20-mark pieces to 
two nuns of the order Piccole Snore dei poveri, who were begging for the remains of the panel 
of the imperial yacht "Hohenzollern", amid effusive praise. A German church journal recalls here 
an event which five years ago greatly excited the Protestant circles of Germany. The Piccole 


Suore dei poveri (Little Sisters of the Poor) are those at whose request the Roman Inquisition, 
on December 14, 1898, renewed a decree of March 14, 1848, and February 5, 1872, according 
to which Catholic nurses are not allowed to fetch a dying non-Catholic the clergyman of his 
confession, but must first make conversion attempts on him, and only when these have proved 
futile are they entitled to have the clergyman in question summoned by a non-Catholic servant 
or someone else. (Z. u. A.) 

Unification Efforts in France. On January 13, a meeting was held in the Taitbout Chapel, 
to which the permanent commission of the official Reformed Synod, the "liberal delegation," the 
bureau of the Methodist Synod, and the synodal commission of the free churches had sent 
representatives. Professor Cordey had written a historical and enlightening report on the question 
of the union of the Protestant churches. The delegates declared their approval of this idea and 
appointed a study commission with the task of determining more closely the character of the 
desired union, of examining the means suitable for its realization, and of working out as soon as 
possible for the general assemblies of the interested churches a definite project which could 
serve as a basis for the negotiations. The delegates will also consider all steps which the common 
situation of the Protestant churches demands at the present time. (Ref.) 

Bishop Beuzler of Metz, who had imposed an interdict on the mixed cemetery of Fameck, 
contrary to state law, because a non-Catholic had been buried there, has now lifted the interdict. 
The "Old Faith" writes: "What determined him to do this is clear before his eyes. Not his sense of 
justice, nor any subsequent stirring of Christian forbearance, but fear of the wrath of the 
approaching Emperor. It may be that he was acted upon from without, whether parliamentary 
influences asserted themselves or the Roman Curia intervened and declared his brusque action 
‘inopportune’. In any case, however, the Emperor's visit to Metz tipped the balance. Immediately 
after his return from the Mediterranean voyage, the Emperor had the acts presented to him and 
was evidently determined to have a thorough reckoning with his former favourite. This prospect 
frightened the contender for the bishop's chair at Metz. He sought to forestall the outbreak of the 
storm and thus indicated to the Emperor at the last hour that he would withdraw his edict. The 
emperor, however, was not so easily appeased. He treated the bishop, with whom he had a 
serious discussion before his departure from Metz, which was attended by no one except the 
governor of Alsace-Lorraine, quite ungraciously, and on the other hand treated the president of 
the Metz consistory all the more graciously on account of his ‘equality'. The empress, however, 
did not show the least desire to see the intolerant prince of the church. Thus the sacrifice of 
conviction did not pay off. Instead of having reconciled the imperial patron, Benzler appears ina 
very doubtful light. He is zealous where no danger threatens, and retreats where the very highest 
favor turns. With such church leaders at its head, Romanism has every reason to become 
somewhat more modest. For the rest, the case still leaves a whole series of questions 
unanswered. Above all the first: what about the an- 
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of the cemeteries in Lorraine over which the episcopal interdict is imposed? And then the second: 
will the state authorities insist on a fundamental regulation of the whole cemetery question? " F. 
B. 

In 1835 there were only about 800 Protestants in Belgium; today there are 15,000, 10,000 


of them in the so-called @glisé missionnaire. But in the 16th century, before the persecutions, 


there were half a million to a million Protestants out of a total population of three million. 

The Papal Note of Protest against President Loubet's trip to Rome reads, according to 
Humanté: "The Heads of Catholic States have the duty to show greater consideration to the 
Supreme Pastor of the Church than the Sovereigns of non-Catholic States, and this in view of 
his dignity, his independence and his perpetual rights. This duty, which has hitherto been 
observed by all, regardless of reasons of policy, alliance, and kinship, was all the more incumbent 
upon the first official of the French Republic, because it is connected by traditional relations with 
the Roman Pontificate, and possesses special privileges by virtue of the Concordat. If, therefore, 
the head of a Catholic nation inflicts a grave insult on the pope by coming to Rome, the pope's 
see, to pay homage to one who, against all law, prevents the freedom and independence of the 
pope, this insult was all the greater on the part of President Loubet, and if, in spite of all this, the 
papal nuncio has remained in Paris, it is due only to very serious and special reasons. In order 
that a precedent may not be created by so painful a fact, the Holy See sees fit to raise the most 
formal and detailed objection." - The Humanté is of opinion that since the dispatch of this note the 
severance of diplomatic relations between the Papacy and France has been in reality 
accomplished. Since the loss of the Papal States, Loubet has been the first of the Catholic 
sovereigns to pay a visit to Rome without caring for the "Holy Father." Loubet has in effect 
declared that France does not recognize the Pope as a temporal sovereign. The indignation 
about this in the Vatican shows that even Pius X, as one fabled last year, is not remotely willing 
to let go of his claim to the Papal States. 

F.B. 

The Catholic Times notes a significant decline in the Catholic population in England. It 
has declined from 5,640,891 in 1901 to 5,200,956 in 1904, that is, by nearly half a million, while 
the population has increased mightily. This fact best explains the Papist howls of triumph at every 
convert. England, however, has seen a great growth in monasteries during the last thirty years. 
In 1870 there were 299 Catholic institutions in England. In March of this year the number had 
risen to 990, not including the establishments in Scotland and Ireland. Since the culture war in 
France 47 new convents with 6000 inmates have sprung up in England. F.B. 

There are 11 million Jews. Of these, about 8 million live in Europe, and 1 million in the 
United States. There are 5,500,000 Jews in Russia, 1,860,000 in Austria, 568,000 in Germany, 
300,000 in Rumania, 200,000 in England, 120,000 in Turkey, 97,000 in Holland, 77,000 in 
France, 50,000 in Italy, 31,000 in Bulgaria, 12,500 in Switzerland, 5800 in Greece, 4700 in 
Serbia, 4000 in Denmark, 3400 in Sweden, 3000 in Belgium, 2500 in Spain, 300 in Portugal. 
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Some diary notes on old and new doctrinal disputes. 


1. If one does not want to take the Christian doctrines from the passages 
alone that deal with these doctrines, it means to use the Scriptures in the devil's way. 
The devil has two principal ways of dealing with the Scriptures' Once he says boldly 
and insolently, "It is not true what God hath spoken." Thus he said to Eve in Genesis 
3: "Ye shall surely not surely die." He then invokes the authority of Scripture himself. 
He cites Scripture, but backwards. He adduces passages of Scripture which are not 
about the thing at hand, but about some other thing. Thus he used the Scriptures in 
the temptation of Christ. He called upon Christ to descend from the pinnacle of the 
temple, and justified it by quoting Scripture, "He shall command his angels 
concerning thee," etc. This was Scripture, but not the Scripture which dealt with the 
present case. The Scripture which dealt with the present case was that which Christ 
held out to the devil, "Thou shalt not tempt God thy Lord." If, therefore, Christians 
wish to persevere in temptation, whether to ungodly living or to false teaching, they 
must learn the art of appealing to and placing themselves on the Scripture which 
deals with the matter at hand, and of clearly separating this Scripture from the 
Scripture which deals with something else. If they do not understand this art, they 
are miserably deceived with devilish lies under the name and appearance of 
Scripture. It may be said, The neglect of the rule that individual Christian doctrines 
are to be taken only from the passages which deal with those doctrines, has been 
the most fruitful source of all false teaching and unhappiness in the Christian church. 
Whence comes the falsification of the doctrine of justification? From the fact that in 
a truly satanic way - as is especially evident in the case of the papists - passages 
dealing with justification are mixed with passages dealing with sanctification, and the 
former are "limited" by the latter. Whence cometh the folding 
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What is the meaning of the doctrine of the certainty of grace and salvation? Hence, 
that in a truly Satanic manner, passages dealing with Christian assurance, as Rom. 
8:38, 39: "lam sure that neither death nor life," etc., are mixed with passages warning 
against carnal security and self-confidence, as Rom. 11:20, 21: "Be not proud, but 
fear;" 1 Cor. 10:12: "Whosoever shall think that he standeth, let him take heed lest 
he fall." Christian assurance is to be founded on the Gospel. Now if any man, on the 
other hand, cites the law, where the warnings against carnal assurance belong, he 
cites the Scriptures, God's Word, but in a satanic way. He lies and deceives under 
the name and appearance of holy Scripture. Our ancient theologians, therefore, 
knew well what they were doing when, in one form or another, they repeatedly 
inculcated the rule that every doctrine is to be taken and judged only from the 
passages which deal with that doctrine, and that the source of the papist and 


Calvinist errors lies in the fact that one takes the liberty of interpreting (explicare) and 


judging (judicare) the Scriptural statements about a certain doctrine according to 
passages which deal with other doctrines. In this way, not Scripture is interpreted by 
Scripture, but Scripture is opposed to Scripture, and Scripture is shamefully rejected 
by Scripture. Scripture is treated as if not everything in it were true (ouvaAn‘n), but 
as if Scripture contradicted itself and had to be corrected. Luther becomes especially 
angry when one wants to "interpret" the clear statements of Scripture about a certain 
doctrine according to other passages of Scripture. He calls this making the whole 
Scripture uncertain and "mocking the truth in an unworthy manner. He writes against 
Carlstadt, who wanted to have the scriptural passages that reveal the doctrine of the 
Lord's Supper "interpreted" according to other scriptural passages, among other 
things as follows: "To want to interpret clear and certain passages by comparison 
with others, that is to mock the truth in an unworthy manner and to bring clouds into 
the light. Likewise, to interpret all passages by comparison with others, would be to 
throw the whole Scripture together into an infinite and uncertain desolate heap." (St. 
L. ed. XX, 327.) The same manner has been followed from the very beginning by our 
opponents in the controversy over the doctrine of election by grace. There are quite 
a number of passages of Scripture which reveal the doctrine of election by grace. It 
is as the Concordia formula says, that the "Holy Scriptures do not in one place alone 
approximately remember the article, but in many places thoroughly act and do the 
same." In particular, the Scripture says in "many places" that the entire temporal 
Christian state of the elect, including their faith, is a fruit and effect of their eternal 
election. But our opponents want to "interpret" these clear passages of Scripture 
according to other passages which do not deal with eternal election, and call this 
Scripture "according to 
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the analogy of faith". But this is an interpretation according to the analogy of unbelief, 
which does not submit to the Word of Scripture, but wants to follow its own thoughts 
and wrap its own thoughts with the appearance of Scriptural proof. 

2. The pope, as much as there is in him, takes the sword of the Word of God 
out of the hands of Christians with the assertion that the Scriptures are dark and can 
finally only be understood correctly by him. The same thing is done by all pseudo- 
Protestant theologians, who maintain that it is only from the whole of the system, 
which the theologians have to establish, that it can be determined how much of the 
individual statements of Christ are valid. Our old theologians rightly said that in the 
Church of the Pabst "per ultimam analysin," that is, when one goes to the bottom of 
the matter, the | of the pope is the only source of knowledge in theology. Thus every 
intelligent person must say that in the assertion that Scripture can be understood with 
certainty only from the "harmonious whole" which the theologian brings to heart, the 
ego of the theologian is made the source and norm of Christian doctrine. This is only 
a somewhat different kind of deception on the part of the devil, who, as in the papacy, 
substitutes the authority of men for the word of God. 

3. One cannot defend an error with truth. When one has pronounced an error, 
one must resort to further errors to support the first. The realm of error and the realm 
of truth are two entirely separate realms. Between them there is an impenetrable 
gulf. For this reason, one can never take a proof from the realm of truth for an error, 
but always only a proof that at most has the appearance of truth, but is in fact a lie. 
Sophistic has to do with the field of apparent proofs of truth. Let us apply this to 
theology. If a false proposition is made in theology, one must immediately think of 
other false doctrines to support the false proposition. If one appeals to Scripture, 
which is the book of truth, in support of an error, there is always a fallacy. One always 
leads only an apparent, not a real proof of Scripture. The Reformers made the 
proposition that Christ's body and blood were not in the Lord's Supper. This is an 
error. Scripture teaches the opposite. Nevertheless, the Reformers sought to prove 
their proposition from Scripture. But how? By citing passages from Scripture that do 
not deal with the Lord's Supper at all, such as John 6, and by falsifying other 
Scriptural teachings beforehand and then asserting them against the presence of the 
body and blood of Christ in the Lord's Supper, e.g. the teachings concerning the true 
humanity of Christ and His sitting at the right hand of God. The whole proof of the 
Scriptures by the Reformers is a lie and a fraud, an abuse of the Scriptures, a sin 
against the second commandment. The proposition that Christ's body and blood are 
not in the Lord's Supper is a lie, 
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and lies must be dealt with in order to "prove" this lie. So also the proposition made 
by the Semipelagians and Synergists of all ages, that the blessed are not in equal 
debt with the lost, is a great falsehood. Scripture teaches that we are saved by grace. 
And this "by grace" comprehends this very thing in itself, that in comparing those who 
are blessed with those who are lost, the former have nothing to boast of in 
themselves, but to praise the "pure, undeserved grace of God." The Scriptures know 
of no semina virtutum, no freedom of choice, no refraining from wilful opposition, no 
better conduct, no self-decision, etc., in those who are saved, by which they 
distinguish themselves from those who are lost, and give a "ground of explanation" 
for their conversion and blessedness, and for their eternal election. According to 
Scripture, grace, and grace alone, takes out of the massa perdita. Man can prevent his 
salvation, but in no part, not even in the thousandth, whether by active or passive 
"conduct," can he effect it. "What hast thou that thou hast not received?" (1 Cor. 4, 
7.), and, "Who hath given him anything before, that it should be recompensed him?" 
(Rom. 11:35.) Nevertheless, for the opposite, for the causa discriminis in homine, a 
scriptural proof has been attempted. But how? First, by citing scriptural passages 
which do not deal with the matter at all. Scripture passages were cited which call 
upon man to convert, to believe, to vote, etc., and then - to speak with Luther - the 
imperative was quickly changed into an indicative, that is, the human ability to comply 
with the call was fallaciously inferred from the divine call, although Scripture 
expressly forbids this inference. The same Saviour who says Matt. 11, "Come unto 
me, all ye that labour and are heavy laden," says John 6, "There can no man come 
unto me." Especially, in the doctrine of election by grace, people have deceived 
themselves and others with the semblance of scriptural evidence, by citing passages 
which do not deal with this doctrine at all. The doctrine has been set up that in eternal 
election God looked at something in man, good works, conduct, at least persevering 
faith. The Scriptures know nothing of this doctrine. Wherever it speaks of eternal 
election, and then of faith, works, and all the good that is found in the elect in time, it 
presents everything as a fruit and effect of eternal election. That the faith and 
Christianity of the elect should be thought of as antecedent to their eternal election 
is a purely human idea. But this human idea has been tried to be proved as a doctrine 
of Scripture, for instance, by citing the doctrine of justification, and taking the liberty 
of concluding, "As justification is preceded by faith, so must eternal election be 
preceded by persevering faith, although the Scriptures do not say that faith and the 
Christian state of the elect precede their eternal election. 
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again expressly forbids this conclusion. For as clearly as Scripture says that God 
"justifies by faith (éy ziatewc) (Rom. 3, 30.), so clearly does it also say that God has 


chosen "out of the world" (&C tot yoo}100). (Joh. 15, 19.) Thus it is evident also from 
this example, that the attempt to prove Scripture in support of an error amounts to 
deceit, to an abuse of the name of God. - The error that something in man is the 
reason or explanation for conversion and the election of grace has also been 
attempted to be supported by referring to other Scriptural teachings, but falsifying 
them beforehand. Thus it has been said that the doctrine of the general way of 
salvation does not permit eternal election to take place without regard to better 
conduct, the omission of wilful resistance, self-decision, etc. Therefore, from the 
doctrine of the general way of salvation, the "consideration" must be taken into the 
doctrine of election by grace. But herewith also the doctrine of the general way of 
salvation is falsified. Even according to the general way of salvation, God works faith, 
and God sustains faith, not in respect of human "conduct" or lesser guilt, etc., but 
according to His (God's) will and good pleasure. Phil. 2, 13.: "It is God that worketh 
in you both to will and to do, according to his good pleasure." Jac. 1, 18: "He hath 
begotten us according to his will by the word of truth." The Augsburg Confession, in 
the 5th article, expresses it thus: The Holy Spirit works faith "where and when he will, 
in them that hear the gospel." If, therefore, one appeals to the general way of 
salvation in support of the error that God looked at something in man in his eternal 
election, he reveals that he has previously falsified the Scriptural doctrine of the 
general way of salvation. In short, error cannot be defended by truth, but only by lies 
and falsifications. 

4. Kant did not want to reject the Gospels altogether. Only, he said, he must 
be allowed to harmonize their teachings among themselves according to the norm of 
the moral law. Bretschneider, who, by the way, was not much better than Kant, rightly 
counters that this does not mean accepting and interpreting the Gospels, but 
criticizing the Gospels according to his - Kant's - religious doctrine. Bretschneider 
writes: "This, however, is evidently not a hermeneutical principle for finding the 
meaning of the New Testament, but a principle for judging what of the found content 
of the New Testament is to be accepted as the doctrine of revelation. 1) Thus all 
those exercise a critical activity on the Scriptures, who, according to a coherence or 
harmonious whole of reason, which must necessarily be established by the 
theologian, are to be regarded as the "hermeneutic" of the New Testament. 


1) Dogmatics |, 410. 
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want to "interpret". They do not interpret the Scriptures, but they place themselves 
as judges over the Scriptures and decide on their own what is to be regarded as 
Scriptural truth. Kant's yardstick by which he measured Scripture was his moral 
teaching. To him, like Harnack, it was unshakably certain from the outset that the 
essence of Christianity was morality, morality. What agreed with this assumption he 
accepted; what seemed to him not to agree with it he "harmonized" away, thus 
especially the gospel of Christ. Thus the yardstick by which all Semipelagians and 
Synergists measure the relevant passages of Scripture is the causa discriminis in 


homine. \f one analyzes their arguments, everything finally comes back to one point: 
that which is decisive for conversion and blessedness, even if it is only a "dot," must 
not lie in the grace of God, but in man. This is primum principium to them. There must 


(necesse est, says Melanchthon) be a cause of conversion and blessedness in man, 
otherwise God's assurance that He desires all men's blessedness cannot be trusted. 
According to this "must," they now corrupt the whole doctrine of salvation in 
Scripture, which is "by grace alone." If they are pressed with the individual 
statements of Scripture, which leave no room for the causa discriminis in homine, then 
they are disturbed by the whole of Scripture, which is supposed to hover somewhere 
above all the individual passages of Scripture, that is, it is a non-ens, a pure thing of 
thought. 

5. According to Scripture, the condition of the unconverted man is that he 
cannot accept the gospel. The apostle Paul not only states of the unconverted man 
1 Cor. 2, 14. the fact: "The natural man hears nothing of the Spirit of God," but also 
judges in regard to the ability of man: ov Sovarat yvwoa, "he cannot know it." Likewise 
Christ, John 6:44: oudeX¢ Sovarat #eiv mpdc ue, "there can no man come unto me." 
The unconverted man has no freedom of choice towards the Gospel. He cannot 
choose the gospel, but can only reject it. If it has come to the point with a man that 
he can accept or choose the gospel, he is in a state perfectly contrary to his natural 
constitution, that is, such a man is a converted man. To be able to accept, believe, 
choose, etc., the gospel, is not a preliminary stage of conversion, but conversion 
itself, as also the Concordia formula expressly declares, "Conversion is such a 
change by the operation of the Holy Spirit in man's mind, will, and heart, that by such 
operation of the Holy Spirit man may accept the grace offered," potest apprehendere. 
(Muller, p. 608.) He who speaks of man's "freedom of choice" before conversion 
does so from semipelagian principles. He ascribes to the natural man still an ability 
to send himself to grace. 
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6. One of the central lies with which the devil has mocked all generations of 
theologians is that "by grace alone" and universal grace cannot coexist. One must 
necessarily give way to the other. There was no room for both in theology. It was and 
is taken for granted that from sola gratia follows the denial of universalis gratia. Thus 
Luthardt, in his monograph on free will, says that predestinatianism, that is, the denial 
of universal grace, is inevitable if God alone works conversion and there is no 
cooperation for conversion in man. So also Ohio repeated to us, in manifold turns, 
the argument, that if grace alone wrought conversion, and the conduct of man was 
not also taken into consideration, God had so arranged it that all men could not be 


saved! The meaning of this argument is no other than this: The sola gratia and the 
universalis gratia cannot be held side by side. Now because Ohio wants to hold fast 
the universalis gratia, it sacrifices the sola gratia in the interest of the "whole." From this 


situation it issued that anathema against all confessors of sola gratia, declaring that 
everyone is a wolf and an apostle of the devil who teaches that conversion and 
blessedness depend on God's grace alone. The assumption that universalis gratia and 


sola gratia are incompatible also underlies Melanchthon's necesse est. When 
Melanchthon argues: "Because the grace of God is universal, there must necessarily 
be a cause of difference in us men, why a Saul is rejected and a David is accepted, 
Melanchthon's train of thought is this: Grace is universal. This | hold. But in order to 
hold this, | must suppose a cause of conversion and blessedness in man, that is, the 
sola gratia sacrifice. From the same standpoint the Calvinists sacrifice the universalis 


gratia. They say, Above all things, we must hold fast that "by grace alone." But in 
order to hold to this, one must necessarily assume that God does not want to make 
all men blessed. For if God wished to make all men blessed, all men would be 
blessed, since it is the grace of God alone that does it. And now all the passages of 
Scripture which testify to the universal grace of God are "interpreted" in such a way 
that they agree with the Calvinistic "analogy of faith" or the Calvinistic "harmonious 
whole." A sample of this interpretation of Scripture, that is, twisting of Scripture, 
according to an "analogy of faith" constructed by men a priori, we have in the in some 
respects excellent Shedd. Shedd is so firmly convinced that only one of the two, 
either the sola gratia or the universalis gratia, can be held, that he divides all of 
Christianity into Calvinists and Arminians (synergists), that is, into people who deny 
either the universalis gratia or the sola gratia. Shedd 
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here passes a quid pro quo. What he "divides" is not "Christendom," but those 
nonsensical theologians who do not let the holy Scriptures set forth articles of faith, 
but attend to this business according to their own dear "ego," and therefore think that 
sola gratia and universalis gratia are not compatible with each other. But there is, thank 
God, besides Calvinists and synergists, another orthodox church, the Lutheran. This 
church holds both the sola gratia and the universalis gratia undiminished side by side, 
because it does not allow men to place articles of faith, but is completely serious 
about the Scriptural principle in practice. The Lutheran Church expresses this position 
especially in the 11th article of the Formula of Concord. This article should not be 
accused of "logical inconsistency," but should be preached as an excellent example 
of presenting Christian doctrine from Scripture alone. 

7. It has been repeatedly held against us "Missourians" that we made no 
distinction between the "natural" and "wanton" reluctance. This is not a correct 
statement of the point at issue. One may classify reluctance as one pleases. We do 
not quarrel with anyone about this. We know very well that there is no uniform usage 
of language within the Lutheran Church with respect to the classification of 
reluctance. One thing is important to us. There we do not yield and we do not permit 
doctrinal freedom. What matters to us is that the omission of the reluctance which 
hinders conversion, whether it be called "wantonness" or otherwise, should not be 
ascribed to the powers of man. If this is done, the decisive cause of salvation is 
transferred to man, and the fundamental doctrine of Christianity, that man is saved 
by grace, is abandoned. If, on the other hand, it has been said that the omission or 
abandonment of wilful resistance is "nothing," and that therefore, with the 
acceptance of "nothing," there is no impairment of grace, this is an excuse which 
those who put it forward do not themselves seriously mean, since they themselves 
hang their whole conversion and blessedness on this "nothing. In the omission or 
abandonment of wilful resistance they have the "reason of explanation" why men at 
all, in distinction from others, are actually converted and saved. It is also evident that 
the doctrine which ascribes to man the refraining from willful reluctance is contrary 
to the scriptural doctrine of original sin in defectu. The relinquishment of any 
reluctance to the inward grace of conversion, therefore also the relinquishment of 
"wanton" reluctance, presupposes on the part of man a friendship for grace or an 
inclination to it, a facultas se applicandi ad gratiam. Every one who ascribes to man the 
omission of wanton reluctance, thereby denies, 
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natural man is an enemy to the gospel, and holds the gospel to be reprobate 
foolishness (uwpia, 1 Cor. 2:14.). The Concordia formula, therefore, which holds the 
Scripture doctrine of original sinfulness, says of man that until he is governed by 


God's Spirit, "out of innate, evil, contumacious nature," he "hostilely resists" (hostiliter 


repugnat), "also knowingly and willingly" (etiam sciens volensque) continues in his 
security. (Muller, p. 593.) Here, of course, one raises the further objection, "So would 
those who are converted and saved, even in their conduct toward grace, be in equal 
debt with those who remain unconverted and perish?" Indeed. This is the teaching 
of Scripture. The Scripture expressly says, "There is no difference here; they are all 
sinners, and lack the glory which they ought to have in God," 1) and, "What hast thou 
that thou hast not received?" 2) This is also the teaching of the Lutheran Confession. 
The Lutheran Confession sets forth in great detail that in a comparison of the blessed 


with the lost there is no difference, but a complete equality (quam simillimi illis - 


namely, to the lost - deprehensi), since the blessed also behave evil against God's 
word, and therefore have only "God's pure undeserved grace" to praise as the 
explanatory ground of their conversion and blessedness. 3) He who adduces 
"different conduct" as the explanatory ground of his conversion and blessedness, 
abrogates the concept of grace which Scripture teaches, and does not yet know what 
Christianity is. F. P. 


How and by what means can and should a Christian become 
certain of his eternal election? 


(Conclusion.) 

Our Lutheran confession testifies, as we proved at the end of the first part of 
this article, that a Christian can also recognize his election from the general promises 
of grace and become certain of it. This comforting truth we will now consider in more 
detail. D. Stellhorn has especially objected to the conclusion we have drawn from 
John 3:16. So let us first take a look at this well-known saying and see if it is really a 
fancy, if one uses it as we have done. 

Here we take Luther's interpretation as a basis. The final part of Luther's classic 
sermon on Pentecost, which is at the same time a treasure trove of true theology, 
reads as follows: 


1) Rom. 3, 23. 2) 1 Cor. 4, 7. 3) Muller, p. 716. 717. 
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Yea, sayest thou, if | were as pious and holy as Peter, Paul, or the Blessed Virgin Mary, | 
would gladly believe and take comfort in such a gift; for they are holy, and such a gift is doubtless 
supposed to them; but how could I, a poor sinner, be sure that | should accept the gift, wno have 
offended God in so many ways and so often? Such thoughts are not left out, when in such 
preaching the heart looks right at itself, and thinks of its abuse. Be careful not to go away from 
the word of God and dwell too long on such thoughts, but soon turn back to the word and judge 
according to it. For such thoughts are nothing but true unbelief, which seeks to draw us away 
from such gifts and comforting preaching. Now unbelief can be resisted by nothing else than the 
word of God. The same is preached to us by our dear Lord Christ himself, that we may have no 
reason to doubt such preaching and word, saying: His Father in heaven, the true eternal God, 
so loved the world that he gave it his only begotten Son. Now thou and all men must confess 
that the world is not called Mary, Peter, and Paul; but the world is called the whole human race 
in one heap, through and through. Do you then believe that you are a man? Or if thou canst not 
believe nor know this, take hold of thine own bosom, or of thy nose, whether thou be not more 
flesh and blood than other men. Why then wilt thou exclude thyself from this little word "world," 
because Christ saith in plain and clear words, that God gave his Son, not only to the holy virgins 
Mary, nor to St. Peter, nor to St. Paul, but to the world, that all things which are called the children 
of men should be assumed. If therefore | would not accept myself, as if | had no part in him, and 
thou wouldst not accept thyself either, it must follow that these words of Christ are not true, since 
he says he is given to the world. Wherefore from such words thou shalt conclude the 
contradiction, that this gift is as much thine as St. Peter's and St. Paul's, because thou art as 
much aman as they, and a part of the world. Lest any man prove God false in his word, saying, 
Who shall know whether | am among them to whom this Son is given, and to whom eternal life 
is promised? For this is to make our Lord God a liar. Wherefore, if such thoughts should enter 
in, put the cross before thee, as if the devil himself were there, lest such thoughts should deceive 
thee, and say, Why ask | that | am not Peter nor Paul? if God would have given such treasure to 
them only that were worthy of it, he would have given it to the angels, which are pure and 
undefiled spirits, or to the sun and moon, which always keep their course according to the order 
of God. But here it is said that he gave it to the world, which is worthy, as we have shown above. 
Wherefore, though | be neither Peter nor Paul, yet will | be unqualified of this gift, and have as 
much of it as David and all the apostles. For what was David? Did he not also sin grossly and 
grievously? Who have the apostles been? Have they not all been sinners and unworthy enough? 
Therefore let no man follow this argument: | am a sinner, am not as holy and pious as St. Peter: 
therefore | must not accept nor take comfort in this gift. By no means; but speak thus: Let me be 
what | will, yet | must not give the lie to my God; for | belong still also to the world. Therefore, if | 
would not accept such a gift, | would also commit this sin, above all other sins, by lying to God. 
Yea, saith thee, if God had promised me in particular, | would believe it, and could be sure that 
it was mine. 
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...to all the world. No, dear friend, he says it in general, that this Son and eternal life are promised 
and given to all the world, so that he excludes no one at all. But he that excludeth himself must 
therefore answer, as Christ saith, | will not judge them, but their own mouth shall judge them; 
because such a gift is supposed and given to the whole world, that through their own unbelief, 
contrary to the word of God, they have not yet accepted it. Nevertheless, if it be rightly 
considered, the sacraments of baptism and of the body and blood of Christ were instituted by 
our Lord Christ for this very reason, that each one in particular should appropriate such a gift 
and consider and use it as his own. (XIll, 662-664.) 

Here Luther first briefly recapitulates his previous interpretation. The Father in 
heaven, the true eternal God, so loved the world, the unworthy world, that he gave 
it his only begotten Son. And what is the use of this gift? Luther wrote of this before: 
"Now follows the end, what God means by such a gift. Namely, that he does not give 
it for us to eat, drink, clothe, and nourish ourselves with ... but that it may be used 
and given that whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but have everlasting 
life. Here thou hearest that it is not that we should have of it great money, or goods, 
or honour, or power, or even the whole world here for a little while, and be lords over 
it; for though we had all these things, yet were we still under the devil's power: but 
that we should be free from sin, and death, and hell, and be eternally undestroyed. 
This is what this gift, that is, God's Son, given to us out of pure love, is to work and 
accomplish, in that he has crushed the devil's head, stripped him and taken away all 
his power, murdered sin, swallowed up death forever, and extinguished hell to the 
foundation, so that now and forever it cannot reign over us, nor terrify us, nor choke 
us, nor condemn us. Let this be a rich, glorious, yea, unspeakable gift, for which 
praise and glory to the great, merciful Giver shall follow for ever and ever. Amen." 
Now Luther sums this up at the end in the sentence, "that this Son and eternal life 
are promised and given to all the world." God has given the world His only begotten 
Son and with Him eternal life. This is certainly correct exegesis. For Christ 
immediately continues, "For God sent not his Son into the world to judge the world, 
but that the world through him might be saved." Joh. 3, 17. and Joh. 6, 51. he says 
that he would give his flesh for the life of the world, that the world might guard life. 
And after Christ gave his flesh unto death, Paul writes that it came to justification of 
life through one righteousness for all men. Rom. 5, 18. Eternal life has already been 
granted to all men in Christ. The Scriptures bear witness to this wherever they speak 
of redemption, that the world was reconciled to God through Christ's death and 
blood, and that through Christ eternal life was acquired and heaven opened to them, 
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blessedness is prepared. This, in a nutshell, is the great and rich gift that God, out 
of His own love, has given to the wicked and ungrateful world: the only begotten Son 
of God and eternal life. And this gift is put into the Word, and so, in the Word, is 
offered to the world. Christ has just preached this to Nicodemus, and this sermon is 
now going through all the world, that God has given his Son and eternal life to the 
world. John 3:16 is one of the most wonderful promises of God. God has promised 
the world His Son and with Him eternal life. Whoever accepts and believes such a 
promise has all this. He who believes in the only-begotten Son of God, who in such 
a sermon and promise offers Himself with all His merit, has eternal life. 

But the punctum saliens in the quoted passage of Luther's sermon on Pentecost 
is the discussion of the question: "Yes, say you, if | were as pious and holy as Peter, 
Paul, or the Blessed Virgin Mary, | would gladly believe and also take comfort in such 
a gift; for they are holy, and to them such a gift is undoubtedly supposed; how would 
|, poor sinner, come to be sure that | should accept the gift, who have nevertheless 
angered God in so many ways and so often offended Him?" And this is the very 
question with which we are here concerned. "Such thoughts are not left without, 
when in such preaching the heart looks at itself, and thinks of its abuse." But one 
should not dwell too long on such thoughts, "but should soon turn back to the Word 
and judge according to the same." And now in this passage Luther, in order to make 
him with whom he is here dealing, who feels his unworthiness, certain that the gift of 
God concerns him also, operates especially with one word of the text, with the little 
word "world." "Now you and all men must confess that the world is not called Mary, 
Peter, and Paul, but the world is called the whole human race in one heap, through 
and through. Do you then believe that you are a man? Or if thou canst not believe 
nor know this, take hold of thine own bosom, or of thy nose, whether thou be not 
more flesh and blood than other men. Why then wilt thou exclude thyself from this 
little word 'world'?" But Christ says in bright, clear words, "God hath not given his 
Son to the Blessed Virgin Mary only, nor to St. Peter, nor to St. Paul, but to the world, 
that all things should be accepted which are called the children of men." "Therefore, 
from such words you should conclude that this gift belongs to you as well as to St. 
Peter and St. Paul, because you are as much a man as they are, and a part of the 
world. Lest any man prove God false in his word, and think, Who knoweth whether | 
also be among them to whom this Son is given, and eternal life is promised?" "Yea," 
saith thou, "if God promised me in particular, | would... 
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| might believe it, and be sure that it was true of me. No, dear friend, he says it in 
general, that this Son and eternal life are promised and given to all the world, so that 
he excludes no one. 

That is irrefutable reasoning. This is a sure, incontestable conclusion: | belong 
to the world, | am also a piece of the world, | am also a human being. But now God 
has promised and given his Son and eternal life to all the world. So also to me. And 
so | can and should be quite certain of eternal life. This conclusion adds no new 
moment, no iota, to the words of Christ, but only takes out of the word "world" that 
which is in it. Just then, when a Christian thinks of his mistreatment, feels his 
unworthiness, wants to go astray in his piety, even in his faith, and thus comes into 
doubt whether he will ever be blessed, he should only look at God's word, at this little 
word "world" in the right way, should not speculate with it or make all kinds of leaps, 
but should only think and consider what this word, which Christ used, comprehends 
in itself, and thus think and speak to himself: Whether | am so rightly pious and holy, 
whether | have the right faith, that is doubtful to me. There | have my great doubts. 
But there is no doubt that | belong to the world, that | am a part of the world, that | am 
a man. | need only reach into my bosom or up my nose. There is no doubt that | 
belong to the wicked, evil, lost world, for | feel my sin and all my worthlessness. But 
if | belong to the world, eternal life also belongs to me. For God did not give His Son 
to St. Peter, St. Paul, or the Blessed Virgin Mary alone, but to the whole world, 
promising eternal life. On the basis of Jn 3:16 and similar sayings, we say to a 
challenged man who is anxious about his faith and his salvation: "Yes, you say, if 
God would give me a special revelation, promise me eternal life specifically for my 
person, for my name, then | would believe it and could be sure that it would be true 
for me, then the matter would be certain and decided. No, dear friend, the matter is 
certain and decided anyway. The certainty you desire is given you by the general 
promises of grace in Scripture. The general revelation of God's universal love for the 
whole world, that God in Christ has promised eternal life to the whole world, can, will, 
and should also make you certain of your own salvation, precisely because it is 
universal and excludes no one. God, in and with the world, has also told and promised 
you that, to use Luther's words, Christ has murdered sin, swallowed up death forever, 
and extinguished hell to the ground, that death and hell may not now and forever 
reign over you, may not terrify, strangle, and condemn you, or, in other words, that 
he will one day take you out of this life into eternal life, from this earth to himself in 
heaven. And when 
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If others despise this promise of God, if they lie against God in his word and exclude 
themselves from salvation in Christ, do not let this be a challenge to you. This does 
not make God's promise uncertain. Only see to it that you do not prove God false in 
your own part. Yes, the great, living, and true God has promised life and salvation 
to you as well as to the whole world. And there is nothing more certain and reliable 
in heaven and on earth than God's word and promise. 

But if it is certain that such sayings as Joh. 3, 16. can make a Christian certain 
of his salvation, then the other is also true, that a Christian can be certain of his 
eternal election from the general promises of grace. For these are identical 
statements. However, John 3:16. says not a word, not a syllable, of eternal election. 
And it would be an inconsistent inference to conclude thus: God so loved the world 
that he gave it his Son, etc.; therefore he also chose the world, besides the fact that 


this latter clause contains a contradictio in adjecto. And so it is also inconsistent, if 
one, as our opponents do, constructs out of John 3:16 and similar sayings the intuitus 
fidei in election. The doctrine of election is written on another page of the Bible. But 
now the Scriptures often speak of "the elect," even apart from the actual locis 


classicis, which describe in detail the eternal election of God. The elect are all those 
whom God has chosen from the beginning to blessedness. The elect are all those 
who will eventually be blessed; only the elect will be blessed. Marc. 13, 27. The elect 
are not all men, are not the world, but those whom God has chosen from the world. 
This is already in the term iydsyroi. The elect are few, as 

the Lord Himself says, compared to the great multitude of those who will eventually 
perish. But these few will surely be saved. Marc. 13, 20. And because the scripture 
calls those who will finally be saved the elect, the question if | also belong to those 
who will finally be saved is factually connected to the other question if | belong to 
the elect. Proverbs, such as John 3:16, give us, as already remarked, no occasion 
in themselves to speak of election and the elect; but other passages of Scripture, 
which speak of the elect, give us reason, and require us to use the expressions 
blessed and elect pro- miscue. The mere expression "elect" reminds us of that eternal 
counsel of God, which is hidden inasmuch as the names of the elect are not 
revealed. And this reminder in itself is apt to make a Christian, who rightly recognizes 
and feels his own unworthiness, anxious, to awaken the anxious question: Who 
knows whether my name also is written in the book of life? But if a Christian now 
looks more closely into the Scriptures and takes note of how the Scriptures describe 
the eternal election and the elect, then the 
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anxiety, and it vanishes altogether, and changes to joyful assurance, when a 
Christian opens the other leaf of the Bible, on which are written the*general promises 
of grace, and takes and understands these promises as they read. 

This latter formulation of the present question is also illustrated by a quotation 
from Luther. Luther writes in his interpretation of 1 Petr. 1, 2. as follows: 

Therefore, if your sin and unworthiness offends you, and it occurs to you that you are not 
provided for by God, item, that the number of the elect is small, the multitude of the wicked great, 
and you are frightened by the horrible examples of divine wrath and judgment, etc., then do not 
dispute long why God does this or that in this way, and not otherwise, if he could well do so, etc. 
Neither do thou dare to search out the abyss of divine providence with thy reason, or thou wilt 
certainly go astray over it, either despairing, or even casting thyself into the open gap, but hold 
fast to the promise of the gospel, which will teach thee that Christ, the Son of God, has come into 
the world, that he may bless all the nations of the earth, that is, to redeem from sin and death, to 
justify and to save, and that he did this by the command and gracious will of God the heavenly 
Father, "who so loved the world, that he gave his only Son, that whosoever believeth in him should 
not perish, but have everlasting life," Un. 3. If thou followest the counsel, namely, recognizing first 
that thou art a child of wrath by nature, guilty of eternal death and damnation, from which no 
creature, either human or angelic, can save thee, and thereafter taking hold of God's promise, 
believing that he is a merciful, true God, who faithfully keeps (out of pure grace, without all our 
doing and merit) what he hath spoken, and therefore hath sent Christ, his only Son, to be sufficient 
for thy sin, and to give thee his innocence and righteousness, and finally also to deliver thee from 
all manner of misery and death: Doubt not, then, thou art among the company of the elect, etc. If 
one acts in this way (as St. Paul also does), it is exceedingly comforting. To him who does 
otherwise, it is terrible, etc. (St. Louis, IX, III5). 

Here Luther advises a Christian who is challenged because of his mistake not 
to explore the abyss of divine mistake with his reason, but to keep the promise of the 
gospel, and especially those promises that concern the whole world, which teach that 
Christ, the Son of God, came into the world to redeem all nations from sin and death, 
to make them righteous and blessed. From this he should first conclude and firmly 
believe that Christ has also done enough for his sin and will finally redeem him from 
all misery and death, but from this he should then assume and not doubt that he also 
belongs to the company of the elect. Thus Luther here testifies expressis verbis that a 
Christian can and should become certain of his election from the general promises of 
grace in the gospel. 

It should also be remembered that Luther, who had experienced such 
temptation in abundance during his monastic days, later often mentions the words, 
with 
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Staupitz comforted him at that time: "Dear man, why do you trouble yourself with 
these speculations and high thoughts; look at the wounds of Christ and the blood that 
he shed for you, and from them will come forth understanding." He then himself, in 
his interpretation of Gen. 26:9, explains Staupitzen's saying in the following manner, 
"So God hath set before us his will and counsel, saying thus, Behold, man, | will 
gloriously reveal to thee providence and predestination; but not in the way of thy 
reason or carnal wisdom, as thou dreamest and thinkest. | will do this: from a God 
who is not revealed, | will become a revealed God, and yet | will remain the same 
God. | will become man, or send my Son, who will die for your sin and rise again from 
death, and so | will satisfy your desire, that you may know whether you are provided 
for or not. Behold, this is my Son, whom thou shalt hear, Matt. 17:5; behold him lying 
in a manger, and in his mother's womb, and also hanging upon the cross; behold 
what he doeth, and what he speaketh. Then shalt thou surely lay hold on me. For he 
that seeth me, saith Christ, seeth the Father. If thou shalt hear this, and be baptized 
in his name, and love his word, then thou shalt surely be provided for, and shalt be 
assured of thy salvation." "For there is the book of life wherein thou art written." 
"Therefore let the godly beware (that is, let them not ascend into heaven with their 
own thoughts), and take heed only to learn to cleave unto the young child, and to the 
Son of God, JEsu, who is thy God, and for thy sake was made man: whom thou shalt 
know and hear, and thou shalt have thy delight in him, and shalt thank him also for 
it. If thou hast him, thou hast also the hidden God together with him that is revealed." 
Yes, it is so. Christ, the Son of God, who was born of the Virgin Mary, died on the 
cross, and shed his blood, is the Redeemer of the whole human race. All men are to 
hear and accept him. And whoever hears, sees, and accepts Christ sees the Father 
in Christ, has in the revealed God also the hidden God, and is completely assured of 
his salvation and happiness. 

Chemnitz agrees with Luther. A passage of one of his sermons on Matth. 22, 
1-14. thus reads: 

"Thirdly, in this doctrine of God's providence, it must also be shown what glorious, beautiful, 
constant consolation poor afflicted God-fearing consciences may take from this doctrine, and 
how they may seek and find it in this article. Although this parable is primarily intended for the 
punishment, warning, and admonition of the Pharisees, it is nevertheless presented in such a 
way that the foundations of consolation are also quite sweetly and beautifully comprehended in 
it, as they are treated more extensively and more clearly in other places in Scripture. For the sake 


of brevity, so that the lecture does not run too far, we will indicate the most important main points. 
And is this the reason why 
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Let us begin, as the Parabola says, that the Lord appoints those whom he will have as guests 
at this wedding by his servants and attendants; That is, when | think upon it, and am anxious 
whether | am also provided for salvation, or whether | am numbered among the elect, and 
whether my name also is written in the book of life, because none else shall be saved but the 
elect; that | may not with uncertain and doubtful thoughts hover between heaven and earth, or, 
as Paul saith Rom. 10, go up to heaven or down to the deep; for with such thoughts it is said in 
Rom. 11, 'Who has known the mind of the Lord, or who has been his counsellor?’ but that | 
should seek and find these things in the calling or word of God, which comes to my ears and 
heart through the mouth of a man. As Paul says in Rom. 10, 'The word is near thee in thy mouth 
and in thy heart,’ and in Eph. 1, 'He hath made known unto us the mystery of his will, that it might 
be preached;' Rom. 8, 'Whom he hath provided, or called, he hath called them also.’ And this is 
a beautiful and glorious consolation, that | can know and experience from the calling of the 
preached word what God decreed of me and of my salvation before the foundation of the world 
was laid. Hence Paul says in 1 Cor. 2: 'We have and know the mind of Christ, because God hath 
revealed it unto us by his Spirit, that we might know how abundantly we are blessed of God." 
For when God calls us by the word, we are not to think: For when God calls us by word, we 
ought not to think, 'He calls me by word, but who knows whether he means it in his heart?' For 
that he is pleased to have me blessed when he calls me by word is proved by this parable, 'And 
the king was wroth,' because the called guests would not come. And that by the common calling 
he also means my person in particular, | know from this and from the fact that in absolution and 
in the sacrament the common promise is applied to me for my person in particular, yes, sealed 
and assured." 


From the calling or the word of God, a Christian can and should see, as 
Chemnitz explains in this passage, that he too belongs among the number of the 
elect, that his name too is written in the book of life. Chemnitz further summarizes 
his remarks in this sermon in two sentences, the first of which reads, "First, that | 
may be assured and assured from Berus, that | am also provided and chosen unto 
blessedness." The calling is "common," the promise is "common." God, by the 
common promises of grace, calls all who hear them earnestly to blessedness. And 
so by the "common calling," precisely because it is common, he also means my 
person in particular. And so by this calling | am made sure that | too am provided for 
and chosen to blessedness. This, as Chemnitz here shows, is an irrefutable 
argumentation given in Scripture itself, admittedly not a mere operation of reason, 
but a conclusion of faith, which, without speculating with reason, understands to 
apply the general calling, the general promises, to its own person, as if God had 
specifically promised me grace, life, and blessedness in my name. 

We have herewith sufficiently proved that it is scriptural, that it is the right 
understanding and the right use of the general promises of grace, if we can derive 
from them our election and blessedness. 
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seek to become certain. And here we are in full accord with our confession, with the 
most distinguished theologians of our church, such as Luther and Chemnitz, D. 
Stellhorn now thinks that even from the general promises of grace in Scripture there 
is only so much that | can be an elect, not that | really am. In the article in question 
he also speaks of a conditional certainty of blessedness, and insists that the 
possibility of a Christian's later apostasy must be certain. (p. 169.) The opinion, then, 
is, that only in that case, only on that condition, can a Christian be sure of his election 
and blessedness, that he remain in the faith to the end. The Scriptures, however, 
testify that only he who perseveres to the end will be blessed; they exhort Christians 
to establish their blessedness with fear and trembling, admonish them to persevere, 
warn them against apostasy, and hold up serious examples of apostasy before their 
eyes. These scriptural words assert their right in their place, in their context. They 
are to keep Christians, when the reckless flesh stirs in them, from security and 
carelessness. But it is a perversion of Scripture, a wild, unsystematic jumbling of 
Scriptural words, when such admonitions and warnings are torn away from their 
context and tendency and inserted as conditions into the promises of God, when an 
anxious Christian, anxious for his election and blessedness, is inculcated with the 
possibility that he may fall away from the faith and thus be lost. Luther already dealt 
with such unseemly thoughts and objections when, in the explanation of Gen. 26:9, 
he exhorted Christians to recognize and comprehend the hidden God in the revealed 
God, writing, for example, "God says to thee, Behold, thou hast my Son, hear him, 
and receive him; if thou doest this, thou art already assured of thy faith and of thy 
blessedness. Yea, sayest thou, but | know not whether | can continue in the faith? 


Well, accept nevertheless the present promise and provision (praesentem 


promissionem et praedestinationem), and beware lest thou inquire rashly or too closely 
into the secret counsels of God." Thus, with Luther, according to Scripture, we 
comfort a challenged Christian: "Thou doubtest of thy election and blessedness. Yea, 
sayest thou, | know not whether | can abide in the faith? That question is out of place 
here. Behold, and yet accept the present promise and providence. God hath given 
and promised his Son and eternal life to the whole world, and so also to thee. This 
word thou hast before thine eyes, in thine ears. At the present time, when you hear 
and read this word, God promises you eternal life. In this word thou hast thy provision. 
God promises you now, freely, without further ado, without imposing any conditions 
on you, without waiting for anything in return from you, that he wants to make you 
blessed. Accept this and place your unconditional trust in the unconditional divine 
promise. Do not look over to the unbelievers. 
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and time-believers, who now or later give the lie to God's promise, make God a liar, 
do not let them intimidate you, do not worry about the future and do not put all 
possible possibilities before your soul, but look solely, straightforwardly, fix your 
whole heart on the present promise. What God promises you here, now, in the Word, 
that you shall be saved, he also means earnestly. When God says something to you, 
he is in earnest about it. And God will never change his mind. Luther: "But this is our 
consolation, that, though we change, we have recourse to Him who does not 
change, but always remains constant. For thus he saith of himself in the prophet 
Malachi, 3 Cap. v. 6: "| am the LORD that lieth not. And St. Paul says Rom. 11, 29: 
‘God's gifts and calling may he not repent." Chemnitz: "So also from this | know that 
God will not change his mind and will against me; for St. Paul says Rom. 11, 'God's 
gifts and calling cannot be changed." So then, my Christian, be sure of this, that 
God makes you sure here, now, by his word, that God will certainly give you eternal 
life, that you certainly belong among the company of the elect. This is divine 
consolation, which stands firm in the midst of temptation. Such assurance, and that 
is divine assurance, wrought by God through the Word, such certain, joyful, confident 
faith, is then also the victory that overcomes, yea, has overcome the world, the 
victory that overcomes all the enemies of our blessedness, the devil, the world, and 
the flesh. On the other hand, what a miserable thing it is to try to comfort and raise 
up a challenged Christian according to Ohio's Recept, and to put before him 
something like the following: You doubt that you will finally attain to blessedness. 
Thou askest, Yea, | know not whether | shall abide in the faith also? Yes, it is very 
praiseworthy and necessary that you should ask this question. For only he that 
continueth in faith unto the end shall be saved. And whether you will remain in the 
faith until the end, only the future will tell. Just make every effort to remain in the 
faith. Perhaps you will succeed with God's grace and help. But there is still the 
possibility that you will fall away from the faith and be lost. This possibility must stand 
firm in your mind. But the other is also possible, that you may persevere in the faith 
and be saved. You have the gospel of Christ, who will surely save all who continue 
in the faith to the end. This you also believe. And God's Word and your present faith 
give you the assurance that you can be an elect, that you may possibly belong to 
those who will finally be saved. You have, after all, fulfilled the condition of your 
election and blessedness, at least in the beginning. Be content, then, for the present, 
that you may be an elect, that you may possibly, when you die, be blessed and enter 
heaven. Well, one may formulate such consolations as one pleases, if 
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If one somehow operates with possibilities and conditions in them, they will always 
prove to be a reed that collapses in the hour of challenge, and will never give 
Christians strength for the necessary fight against the devil, the world, and their own 
flesh and blood. This is no comfort from God. It is all just empty talk, vain human 
delusion. Yes, one can also turn the true word of God into a lie by putting together 
Bible verses, by wrongly combining sentences that are individually correct. 

One might think that theologians who, as it seems, in the interest of the gratia 
universalis, atrophy and shorten or rather abolish the doctrine of the election of grace 
and the consolation of the election of grace by inserting the intuitu fidei, would now 


at least be fully serious about the gratia universalis. But no, our opponents, with their 
interpolated conditions, empty and invalidate even the general promises of grace. 
Conditional assurance of salvation is basically not assurance, but uncertainty. Our 
opponents factually deny that a man can really become certain of his election and 
blessedness in this life, and thus agree with the 12th Canon of the Tridentinum, 


where it is said, "ex verbo Dei non posse sciri, quos Deus sibi elegerit, nisi praeter et extra 
verbum specialis revelatio accedat; neminem vere credentem ex verbo Dei certo posse 


statuere, se esse in numero praedestinatorum." The way in which the spokesmen of the 
Ohio Synod speak of "being able" to be saved, of the possibility of falling away and 
being lost, fits into the system of modern theology, which reduces the whole 
redemptive work of Christ and the work of grace of the Holy Spirit to the making 
possible of salvation and blessedness. For this is now the common view, that Christ, 
by his death on the cross, by his redemption, only made possible the forgiveness of 
sins and blessedness, and that the forgiveness of sins, justification, only comes to 
pass, becomes a reality, when man has grasped Christ in faith; that the Holy Spirit, 
by imparting spiritual powers to man, only makes faith possible, and that man, when 
he believes, then converts this possibility into reality. One can see how deep the gulf 
is that separates us from the other church bodies of this country, which also lay claim 
to the name of Luther. 
G. St. 
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(Continued.) 
111. 
Consideration of some of the main objections to the Mosaic version 


of the Pentateuch. 
4. 


In the previous section of this series of articles we looked at the reason that 
the newer Pentateuch criticism believes to be gained from the change of the names 
of God, Elohim and Jehovah or Yahweh, against the unity and Mosaic composition 
of the Pentateuch. Mainly, but not only because of this change, it wants to separate 
Elohistic and Yahvistic passages in the Pentateuch and to attribute them to different 
authors. We will now go into her other reasons in more detail, namely, that this 
division of the Pentateuch according to source writings is confirmed as correct by 
manifold differences in language, style, and religious ideas and views. 

Already in 1852 Franz Delitzsch said in his Commentary: "That these Elohimic 
pieces ... come from a different author than the Jehovahic ones, seems to be further 
inferred from the fact that the Elohimic pieces have certain favorite expressions in 
common, and that they call the same objects partly by different names than the 
Jehovahic ones." As such Elohimical expressions he mentions XXXX, "possession," 
XXXXX XXX, "land of the stranger's sojourn," XXX XXX XXXX "on that very day," 
XXXX XXXX, "to establish a covenant," for which the Jehovist says XXXX XXX, "to 
cut, make a covenant." 1) In more recent times Strack and K6nig in particular have 
given much attention to this linguistic moment. The former offers a nine-page 
section, "Sprachgebrauch der fiinf Hauptquellen" (EJDPH), as "Beitrage zu einem 
Worterbuche zum Hexateuch" (Contributions to a Dictionary of the Hexateuch), in 
which he precisely classifies the words in question according to their occurrence, 
frequent occurrence, or non-occurrence. 2) K6nig, however, after he has mentioned 
as "linguistic traces of the non-uniformity of the Pentateuch" primo loco "the names 
of God," further remarks: "To this change of the names of God, which is already 
decisive in itself, other linguistic phenomena are added as distinguishing 
characteristics of the passages which use or avoid the name Yahweh in reference 
to pre-Mosaic times." And as proofs he cites, besides those already mentioned by 
Delitzsch 


1) "Genesis," p. 26. 
2) "Introduction to the Old Testament." Fourth edition, p. 42 ff. 
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In the examples given by the author, he also states, among others, that the Yahvistic 
passages, of the two Hebrew expressions for "I" and "to a great extent, prefer the 


anokhi to ani"; that in the Yahvistic passages the term "witness" is expressed by the 


XXX, while in the Elohistic passages it is expressed by the Hiphil XXXX, etc. 1) And 
we could place enough similar statements of other higher critics alongside these 
pronouncements. Yes, the so-called linguistic argument, the opinion of being able to 
infer from language and style the author or non-author of a book and passage, is 
nowadays so common in the criticism of the Old and New Testament books, is taken 
so much for granted, and yet is so unreliable and does such mischief, that it is well 
worth while to treat this point a little more closely on this occasion. 

First of all, it must be admitted without further ado that there are differences in 
language in the Pentateuch, and that also the so-called Elohistic passages differ 
from the so-called Jehovistic ones by certain peculiarities of language. But as this 
also occurs in other writings that undoubtedly originate from one author - and we will 
give examples of this later - it is not only not surprising in the case of the Pentateuch, 
but can be expected a priori. For since the two names of God, Elohim and Yahweh, 
as has been shown earlier, often express in an intentional way a different relation of 
God to the world, it is quite natural that not always the same views and ideas, and, 
since the use of language corresponds to the matter, not always the same words, 
will occur in the two passages. In this connection, we adopt the words of the careful 
and thorough Keil, the excellent defender of the unity and Mosaic version of the 
Pentateuch, who remarks on this point: "In the Pentateuch, history and legislation 
are united, according to the nature of divine revelation, which takes place temporally 
in historical facts. The historical content consists partly of simple annalistic narratives 
of events with historical documents, genealogical registers, genealogical lists, and 
the like, and partly of communications of divine revelations and promises or 
historical-prophetic reports; in the legislative parts, the general moral and legal 
regulations and commandments can be distinguished from the covenant statutes 
and theocratic ordinances, to which various poetic pieces (songs) are added. 
According to these different, but organically interconnected parts, the form of 
representation and language must also be varied in phraseology and vocabulary. In 
the historical parts, words and expressions are used before- 


1) "Introduction to the Old Testament." S. 163. 168 ff. 


The recent Pentateuch criticism. 311 


which are missing in the legal 1) passages, and vice versa. The prophetic passages 
of history will show a different character in ideas and words than the annalistic 
narratives and statutary reports; the religious-ethical precepts of the legislation will 
offer different words and expressions than the Levitical-theocratic statutes and 
ordinances." 2) These correct remarks refer to the whole Pentateuch, and also 
already explain in general why the number of ideas, concepts, and words peculiar to 
the so-called Elohistic sections is much greater than those found in the so-called 
Jahvistic sections. For to the Elohist is ascribed not only an important part of Genesis, 
but almost the entire legislation found in the three middle books of the Pentateuch. 
But if one then pays attention to the method which the representatives of the 
language argument adopt in the criticism of the Pentateuch, one soon recognizes 
the unreliability and wrongness of the whole procedure. Two passages are taken 
which are supposed to come from two different sources, e.g. the first two chapters of 
Genesis. All differences between the two in content and expression are carefully 
noted and classified. Then the comparison is extended to the next passages, and so 
gradually on through the entire Pentateuch; each passage is assigned to one or the 
other source scripture on the basis of the perceptions that have been made so far, 
and which of course increase steadily as the investigation progresses. Care is taken 
to distribute the individual sections in such a way that all relations of one to the other 
fall within the limits of the same source, and that the intervening passages attributed 
to the other source are not overlooked. This seems at first sight quite a plausible 
method, and yet it is altogether fallacious, nothing more than circular reasoning. For 
the dissimilarities are first created and then made the basis of the proof. The 
supposed source writings are first trimmed so that they correspond to certain 
assumed characteristic differences, and then this correspondence is asserted as 
proof of objective reality. All the major and minor passages in which a certain class 
of assumed distinctive features occurs are systematically assigned to one source 
scripture, and the passages that show a different kind of distinctive features are just 
as regularly assigned to another source scripture; and then, when this analysis has 
been carried out, the source scriptures are assigned to another source scripture. 


1) Keil again uses the word "geschichtlichen", which is an obvious misspelling or misprint 
for "legal". 
2) "Textbook of Historical-Critical Introduction to the Scriptures of the Old Testament." 


Third edition, p. 150 f. 
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If the process of separation and divorce is completed, then all the characteristics of 
one class are found in one source writing and all the characteristics of the other 
class are found in the other source writing, simply because the critic has placed them 
there. The source writings agree with the hypothesis because they are created by 
the hypothesis. The possibility that one and the same author could have used and 
actually did use both words and expressions in the one overall text is not even 
considered. Even one of the founders of the latest Pentateuch criticism, Graf, rightly 
objected to this procedure: "To base a determination of time on mere idiosyncrasies 
of language, especially in matters concerning legal relationships in which the 
expression is not arbitrarily chosen by the writer, is questionable, and by assuming 
the relationship of certain passages according to perhaps inadequate criteria, then 
lining up other passages because of individual similar linguistic phenomena, and 
concluding from these again further and further, one easily runs the risk of moving 
in an erroneous circle." 1) 

The most easy thing to do is to analyze the sources at the beginning, because 
the fewer features there are, the easier it is to classify and use them. The source 
analysis is still easiest at the beginning; for the fewer features there are, the easier 
they are to classify and use. For this reason, Genesis has been most consistently 
and unanimously picked apart by the critics. The further they advance, however, the 
more numerous the features become, the more difficult it is to distinguish them, the 
further apart the critics go, and the more they resort to violence to the text. There 
are just too many passages both in the historical accounts and in the legal parts of 
the Pentateuch, which unite the characteristics of the two assumed main documents 
in themselves and thus resist the external, mechanical separation. Therefore, as we 
have already shown in the historical survey, the critics soon found themselves 
compelled to suppose, besides the first or oldest Elohist and the Jahvist, a second 
or younger Elohist, who united in himself the peculiarities of the two other great 
unknowns; and because even this hypothesis is not sufficient, they have recently 
either invented still more source writings, as has also been shown, or have taken 
refuge in the Redactor and his glosses, textual changes, omissions, and 
interpolations, whose work Wellhausen describes thus: "The activity of the redactor 
consists chiefly in the skilful telescoping of the sources, leaving their contents as 
unabridged as possible, the wording and the order of the narrative as unchanged as 
possible. But he cannot always proceed in this way without his own interference. 
Sometimes he makes 


1) "The Historical Books of the Old Testament." S. 3. 
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Additions, for instance to eliminate a contradiction or to cover a gap, e.g. Gen. 7, 6- 
9. At other times he makes an adjustment in one source to fit it to the context of the 
other, e.g. 7, 16 c. ... Finally - and this is the main thing - R has also made all kinds 
of abridgements and omissions." 1) One could easily compile a floral selection of 
statements by higher critics, which clearly show their contradictions among each 
other and thus already their inability to really prove their source hypotheses. We will 
mention only a few examples. The blessing of Jacob, Gen. 49, was considered by 
recognized critics, such as De Wette, Gramberg, Bleek, and Tuch, to be Elohistic; 
but equally recognized critical greats, such as Hupfeld, Knobel, Schrader, and 
Ndéldeke, to be Jahvistic, with the exception of verses 29-33. Strack openly declares: 
"J and E are very often not to be distinguished from each other at all, or yet not with 
certainty" in the Hexateuche, 2) and Lohr admits that in general, according to the 
previous literary-critical judgment on the Balaampericope, "in Num. 22 J and E are 
present in almost indissoluble fusion." 3) In a review of Paterson's edition of the 
fourth book of Moses in Haupt's well-known "Rainbow Bible" Rothstein says: "I 
cannot refrain from mentioning that the source-critical evaluation of some pieces in 
the book of Numbers seems to me to be erroneous. Thus | do not regard Num. 10, 
33. as purely Yahwistic, but as Jehowistic (JE). | also differ in Num. 11; likewise o. 
12 does not seem to me to be regarded simply as Elohistic, while in my opinion in 
o. 16 next to P there is not JE, but only J. Nor can | call 20, 14-21. Jehowistic; the 
passage is likely to be Elohistic, and likewise, as it seems to me, inc. 21 there is in 


part purely Elohistic text." 4) Driver says: "In the details of the analysis of JE, there is 
sometimes uncertainty, owing to the criteria being indecisive," 5) and G. A. Smith 
remarks: "From the nature of the materials much uncertainty must, of course, prevail .. . . 
Here the work of the critic is necessarily extremely delicate, and the results are often 


uncertain." © And yet, in spite of such uncertain material, they describe the 
composition of the Pentateuch from various source writings as an established fact, 
indeed, they are not afraid, sometimes in spite of the dissent of their own specialists, 
to put all their eggs in one basket and to pronounce quite confident assertions, as, 
for example, Wellhausen once remarks on Gen. 36: "I am not afraid to pronounce 
the alternative: either the whole of the Pentateuch is a fact, or the whole of the 
Pentateuch is a fact. 


1) "The Composition of the Hexateuch." Second printing, p. 4. 

2) Introduction, p. 41. 3) "Hold what you have," 25, 3W. 

4) "Theologische Rundschau" V, 451 f. 

5) "An Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testament," sixth edition, p. 14. 


"Modem Criticism and the Preaching of the Old Testament," p. 42. 
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Literary criticism of the biblical history books is groundless and void" - which we firmly 
believe it is - "or Gen. 26, 34. ff. 28, 8. ff, comes from a different source than Gen. 36, 
1-5. 9-19." 1) That this is no longer prudent science and criticism, but "aftercriticism" 
and "drunken science," is clear even to the dumbest eye, and more than once the 
word is fulfilled, especially in the higher critics and Bible cutters of the present time: 
"Thinking themselves wise, they became fools," Rom. 1:22. The aforementioned old 
master of today's Old Testament radical criticism also confirms quite clearly what we 
have stated above, that the critics do not start from facts, but from preconceived 
opinions and self-invented results, which they then use as proofs. He says of Gen. 
37-50: "The main source also for this last section of Genesis is JE. It is to be 
presumed that this work is here, as elsewhere, composed of J and E; our earlier 
results urge this assumption and would be shaken if it were not provable. | therefore 
do not consider the attempt to 'dismember this flowing narrative of Joseph according 
to sources’ to be mistaken, but as necessary as the decomposition of Genesis in 
general." 2) It may also be noted that some of the most recent critics, however 
resolutely they advocate source analysis, have become somewhat more cautious in 
their expression and less confident of victory in their results. Thus the Lohr and 
Rothstein already mentioned, and likewise Gunkel in his Genesis Commentary, 
characterized earlier, where he remarks in the preface: "Furthermore, | ask the reader 
not to overlook the many ‘perhaps’, ‘well’, 'may', 'may', etc., which have been 
increased still further in the second edition. | have endeavored to distinguish well the 
various degrees of probability, possibility, certainty of the individual setups. Especially 
do | warn the beginner or layman not to simply accept as results the source 
distinctions, which (not only in my case) are in many cases hypothetical and have 
also been expressly designated as such by me on several occasions." 3) 

But such a concession is by far not enough. In general, it is very uncertain and 
dangerous to infer the author or non-author from the language, to assign a writing to 
different authors because of differences in vocabulary, usage of language, style, and 
range, to draw a conclusion about the greater or lesser age of a writing without further 
ado from the occurrence of ancient or later words. If this method is to be valid and 
conclusive, one will soon be able to deny every writing of every author to that author. 
It is just 


1) "The Composition," etc., p. 52. 2) "The Composition," etc., p. 54. 
3) "Genesis Translated and Explained." Second edition, p. VII. 
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It is a simple fact that every writer who has some command of the language changes 
in expression, not only when he treats different matters, but also when he speaks of 
the same subject. This is a perception which can be proved in so many ways that it 
really seems incomprehensible that the modern Bible critics keep building their 
theories of the different sources in the individual biblical books on this argument of 
language and style. Even one of the most learned and most famous Old Testament 
critics, Dillmann, in the middle of his source analysis of Lev. 26, 3. ff, after discussing 
a number of linguistic peculiarities, the concession: "Now, most of such things will be 
explained partly by the poetic-oratorical style, partly by the new and peculiar things 
rmd thoughts that were to be expressed, and the same will hardly suffice to justify 
the conclusion to a completely peculiar author, of whom we have nothing else 
(Ewald, Ndldeke)." He continues, of course, "But it always remains striking that some 
of these expressions seem quite young at all, insofar as they otherwise occur only 
from the 7th and 6th centuries onward"; 1) but this does not prove another, younger 
writer by a long shot. The learned present editor of Gesenius' Hebrew dictionary, 
Buhl, once made the following remark in another connection, which can also be 
drawn here mutatis mutandis: "In general, the Old Testament often shows how little an 
isolated, apparently ancient form proves, since such can appear in the latest times. 
Thus, for example, the Imperfect XXXXxX is in abstracto more original than XXX; but it 
would be too ingenious a criticism to regard the Book of Nehemiah as older than 
Gen. Cap. 49, because we meet there 11, 17. XXXXX, and on the other hand Gen. 
49, 8. XXXX." 2) 

What has been said above about the unreliability of deducing the author from 
the language and content of a writing, we want to prove with some examples. We 
could recall Paul's letters, among which the so-called Pastoral Epistles differ so much 
linguistically and stylistically from all the others and yet are genuinely Pauline in spite 
of all the objections of criticism. We could point out that Luther published writings that 
were temporally quite close to each other and yet fundamentally different. We might 
point out that the meritorious American apologist Green arguinenti causa dissects the 
unified and even parables of the Prodigal Son and the Good Samaritan, according 
to the method of the critics, into two source writings, each of which forms a 
reasonably complete narrative, and thus denounces this method as an entirely 
subjective one. 


1) "Concise exegetical handbook on the Old Testament. The Books of Exodus and 
Leviticus." Second edition, p. 619. 
2) "Theological Literary Gazette," 23,205. 
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has posed. 1) We could again, as was done earlier in this journal, draw attention to 
the highly successful parody of modern criticism, which is contained in Carl 
Hesedamm's writing: "Der Rémerbrief beurtheilt und geviertheilt". Precisely with 
reference to today's Pentateuch criticism, specifically to W. R. Harper's analysis of 
the sources, the aforementioned booklet examines the undoubtedly genuine and 
uniform Epistle to the Romans and "proves" it to be composed of four different 
source writings, according to the peculiarities and differences in language and 
content, entirely in accordance with the method described above. Thereby it turns 
out that the supposed different source writings of the Pentateuch are linguistically 
even more related to each other than the argumenti causa in the Epistle to the Romans 
assumed four source writings. 2) But we will intentionally bring only a few analogies 
from profane literature, since in this field criticism has at times raged just as 
senselessly as it now does in the biblical field, but has now become more 
reasonable. Who among the readers of this journal does not immediately think of 
what he heard in his grammar school days, of the criticism of the Homeric poems as 
practiced by F. A. Wolf, the father of destructive literary criticism in the profane field, 
and then by Lachmann and Kirchhofs, of Lachmann's criticism of the Song of the 
Nibelungs, of the Shakespeare-Bacon controversy? Especially instructive is the 
criticism and declaration of inauthenticity of Cicero's Catilinaric speeches, which are 
nevertheless now again recognized as undoubtedly genuine. One believes oneself 
to be placed in the camp of Pentateuch criticism when one reads Madvig's report on 
it, to which Professor West of Princeton has called the attention of his colleague 
Green. We will then report the main moments of the discussion. It began with F. A. 
Wolf, who generally doubted several of Cicero's speeches. He was followed in 1802 
by Eichstadt in a review of Wolf's writing, in which he included at least one of the 
Catilinaric speeches in the verdict of condemnation. Wolf then quickly rejected the 
third Catilinaric speech, but later left it undetermined which speech he meant, so that 
in 1826 Clude declared that Wolf had meant the second Catilinaric speech, which 
was also in fact spurious. But already in 1827 Benecke proved from a letter of Wolf 
that he had meant the third speech after all. In the meantime, the fourth Catilina 
speech had also aroused the displeasure of other critics, namely Zimmermann and 
Bloch, and so in 1832 Ahrens also included this speech in the verdict of 
condemnation and just as decisively the third. 


1) "The Higher Criticism of the Pentateuch," pp. 118 ff. 


2) The paper was published simultaneously in English under the title: "Romans 


Dissected." By E. D. McRealsham. Behind the German as well as the English pseudonym, 
which forms an anagram, is the American theologian Charles M. Mead. Cf. the detailed review 
in"L. u. W.", 38, 84. 
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In 1836 Orelli finally decided that all three speeches, the second, third and fourth, 
were forgeries. 

But all this criticism was opposed not only by the testimony of other writers, but 
also by Cicero's own explanation, who in the first letter of the second book of his 
letters to Atticus refers to his speeches and expressly lists the four Catilinar 
speeches, one after the other, as his speeches. Criticism therefore had to strike a 
blow, and did so. Orelli applied the critical probe, performed a "master operation," 
cut the whole passage out of the middle of Cicero's letter to Atticus and declared it 
to be an interpolation, so that Cicero's self-testimony was no longer present. (This is 
exactly how higher criticism proceeds with the Pentateuch. The testimonies of the 
Book of Joshua to the Mosaic composition of the Book of Five "belong to the 
Deuteronomic treatment of the Book of Joshua," 1) the self-testimony of the 
Pentateuch "has been wrongly invoked," 1) and if, against the religious-historical 
expositions of Wellhausen set forth earlier, 1 Kings. 8, 4. as proof that the Mosaic 
tabernacle is not something conceived by the author of the priestly codex, but existed 
and was known in Solomon's time, it is decreed: "Either the note in 1 Kings 8, 4. in 
the context of the narrative of the book, then the XXXX XXX (Luther: ‘tabernacle of 
the congregation’) can only be the tent on Mount Sion - or the XXXX XXX is the 
Mosaic tabernacle, which was transferred from Gibeon to Solomon's temple: then 
the statement stands outside the context and does not proceed from the premises 
which the latter gives to hand, in other words it is interpolated by a later.") 2) - Orelli 
also invented the hypothesis that an impostor first put three speeches on the market 
as Cicero's productions and then, in order to prove them to be genuine, swindled in 
Cicero's letters the above-mentioned self-testimony about them. And because it 
would have been most conspicuous if this insertion could have been blackened in all 
copies of Cicero's letters, the astute literary critics discovered through Orelli also the 
great unknown who should have accomplished this feat, namely Marcus Tullius Tiro, 
Cicero's freedman, to whom Cicero entrusted his letters, who also published them 
after the death of his benefactor and described his life in a reliable and loving 
manner. Tiro carried out the deception with the best of intentions; he wanted to honor 
his benefactor, who would have become more famous if he had made four, instead 
of only one, speech against Catilina. And this Tiro, who never spoke a word in public, 
still less ever wrote even a short speech, was to diipirt the world for centuries from 
the days of Augustus onward, and to present his machinations as the speeches of 
the greatest 


1) Strack, Introduction, p. 24. 
2) Wellhausen, "Prolegomena to the History of Israel". Third edition, p. 45. 
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Roman orator, until the higher Cicero criticism recognized the true facts! (Biblical 
criticism proceeds in a very similar manner with the Pentateuche. For the Elohist and 
Jahvist and the Redactor were highly important and skillful writers, and yet all 
unknown greats, of whom otherwise not even the name, let alone a line, has come 
down to us. With good intention Hilkiah fabricated Deuteronomy about 622, and then 
passed it off as the ancient law-book of the Lord, in order to set a reformation in 


motion through Josiah, 2 Kings 22:8 ff.)-Dr. West justly adds, "Madvig's reductio ad 
absurdum is complete . ... Happily the spirit which at present rules Latin studies is historical 
and inductive. The other reminds us of the old proverb about the Sabines - Sabini quod volunt 


somniant." *).". 1) 

Nevertheless, even modern literary works are no different. The New Testament 
exegete Heinrici, in a polemic against Holsten and his critique of the First Epistle to 
the Corinthians, says the following about Goethe's Faust: "How easily one is led 
astray by insinuations of a train of thought that is considered necessary is shown in 
a very instructive way by Scherer's intellectual analysis of the Faust prologue in the 
Goethe studies. It should raise a cautionary tale to classical philologists against rash 
criticism of interpolation by demonstrating how profound stylistic differences and 
internal contradictions exist in a writing whose composition by One Author is beyond 
doubt. Scherer wants to explain them from different times of writing and from later 
collaboration" (much like today's Pentateuch critics with the Five Book of Moses). 
"And now the oldest manuscript of 'Faust' has been published by Erich Schmidt, 
which proves that it was the 'young Géthe' who wrote the prologue essentially as it 
stands, from one cast; it is the same 'young Géthe' who takes the word at once like 
a fermenting youth and like an illusion-free old man." 2) And to bring an example 
also from American literature, we mention the following. To the writer N. Hawthérne 
the literary man F. B. Sanborn has attributed seven stories, among which are "My 
Wife's Novel" and "The Modern Job," which appeared anonymously in the Token in 
1832 and 1834. The former is also included in the 16th volume of the "autograph 
edition" of Hawthorne's works. The American literary historian Woodberry 


accordingly included it in his "Life of Hawthorne" published not long ago. Then, 
however, Dr. W. Everett, the son of the well-known orator and statesman Edward 
Everett, informed him that his father had written the two stories mentioned. 


1) Green, "The Higher Criticism of the Pentateuch," p. 128 f. 
2) Meyer-Heinrici, "Critical-Exegetical Manual on the First Epistle to the Corinthians". 
Seventh edition, p. IX f. 
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and Woodberry publicly announces this as "a striking illustration of the danger of 


attributing authorship by internal evidence". 1) If literary criticism, which wants to infer 
the author or the source from idiosyncrasies of language, style and content, is so 
blatantly and thoroughly disgraced in the case of newer literary products, how can, 
how may its adherents in the biblical field undertake and dare to determine that the 
Pentateuch, which dates back thousands of years in the past, originates from 
different authors and which pieces derive from each of them? It is an impossible and 
therefore foolish undertaking. This was demonstrated to them in a drastic way some 
years ago. Our magazine reported the following from the Western Recorder: "Not long 
ago, two famous preachers agreed to jointly write an account of a religious meeting 
and to send it to a number of higher critics with the request that it be divided into the 
two documents and that each of the two writers be assigned his part. All of them 
failed brilliantly, and not two of them agreed. And yet these men, who are utterly 
incapable of resolving an article into its original documents, written distinctly by two 
men, and in plain English, in their own time and country - yet they are quite certain, 
cock-sure, that they can correctly resolve a book written in Hebrew thousands of years 
ago, so as to assign to each supposed author his share, without any external 
evidence of the truth of the authorship! Yea, they claim so great a perfection in this, 
that they distribute a single sentence among three authors, and that with entire 
confidence." "Doctrine and Wisdom" added to this communication the words, "This 
is a proper demonstratio ad oculos of the folly of higher Biblical criticism. If the higher 


critics had not lost all sensus communis, they would at least have let the Bible rest until 
they had demonstrated the reliability of their doubtful art on suitable test objects." 2) 

And one more thing should be noted. Of course, higher criticism has tried its 
art enough on profane test objects and has often enough come to shame; but as far 
as we know, it has never done such a great job with Homer, Cicero, Géthe, and 
others as the present critics' guild has done with the Bible. And, after all, in the case 
of profane literary works, we do not care much who their author was and how many 
documents they are supposed to be composed of; if we read them afterwards with 
as much pleasure as before, the matter is quite different in the case of sacred 
Scripture. There it cannot be a matter of indifference to us who is its author, whether 
Moses was the author or not. 


1) The Nation, 76, 283. 2) "L.u. W." 48, 91. 
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The literary-critical results, as is obvious, lead to the most serious dogmatic results: 
whether the Pentateuch is the author of the Pentateuch, as the Old Testament 
unanimously says and Christ, the mouth of truth, and his apostles, the witnesses of 
truth, clearly confirm, or whether the Pentateuch has been patched and stitched 
together from so and so many unknown Yahvistic, Elohistic and Deuteronomistic 
source writings by so and so many unknown redactors, as it were, with scissors and 
the paste pot and provided with their own additions. The assumed literary-critical 
results entail, as is obvious, the most serious dogmatic results. The whole ground of 
the divine Word, as the source and guide of faith and life, is pulled out from under 
our feet by this Bible criticism. All Bible criticism today is the result of the general and 
fatal apostasy from the doctrine of the inspiration of Holy Scripture. 

After all this, every reader will recognize how uncertain and subject to error the 
whole proof from language, with which one wants to support the source distinction, 
is. But this is also confirmed to us if we now, in conclusion, consider some of the 
examples given above. King thus lays great stress on the alternation of XXX and 
XXX, and says that the Jahvistic passages "greatly prefer the anokhi to ani," from 
which at the same time the greater antiquity of these passages is evident to him. 
Yes, "in a high degree," but not exclusively. For Kénig himself must register that in 
the Jahvistic 15th chapter of Genesis, besides v. 1, 2, and 14, there is XXX in v. 7, 
and that in the likewise Jahvistic 18th chapter XXX is found only once, while XX is 
found even twice, etc. And yet this use of language is supposed to be a reliable 
criterion of source distinction! "But in the nothing sections XXX is written," 1) King 
goes on to say. But even here he must immediately add, "with one exception.” 1) 
For in the midst of the Elohistic 23rd chapter of Genesis is v. 4. XXX. K6nig's 
colleague in the field, Buhl, is more cautious, saying of the relation between the two 
forms in the use of language: "In the later writings the XXX is always more 
predominant, while in the older ones both forms are in use, but with a preponderance 
of the XXX. "2) It is no different with the above-mentioned two phrases XXXX XXXX 
and XXXX XXX, of which the former is Elohistic, the latter Yahwehistic. 
vistic is supposed to be. Keil has argued with good reason against this, that these 
are precisely different expressions, that XXXX XXX really and formally means "to 
make a covenant," while XXXX XXXX means more precisely "to establish a 
covenant, to carry out covenantal obligations." 3) But even 


1) Introduction, p. 168. 

2) Gesenius' "Hebraisches "und Aramaisches Handworterbuch Uber das Alte Testament". 
13th edition, p. 59. 

3) Introduction, p. 153. 


Scriptural evidence for the Lutheran doctrine of Holy Communion. 321 


if the two phrases really denote quite the same thing: can not one writer have used 
both expressions and the change be quite accidental, just as a German writer could 
use in one work the three expressions: "to make a covenant, to conclude, to 
establish", without a reasonable person construing from it three different authors? - 
Furthermore, can one call an expression like XXX XXXX XXXX ("on the very same 
day"), which occurs only six times in the historical sections of Genesis and Exodus 
together, only five times in the fixed laws of Leviticus, and not at all in the book of 
Numbers, a "favorite word" of the Elohist and the "inseparable satellite" of the name 
of God, and prove the source theory from it? And the matter stands equally 
precariously if one wishes to operate with individual words such as XXXX, 
"possession," and XXXXXX XXX, "land of the stranger's sojourn," as Elohistic 
expressions, the more so since the verbum XXX, "to wander as a stranger," is 
repeated about equally in both assumed source documents. A detailed discussion 
of the whole use of language in the Pentateuch, which we cannot enter into here, 


would prove a posteriori what must already reasonably be assumed a priori: the 


unreliability of the whole proof of language. L. F. 
(To be continued.) 


The Scriptural Evidence for the Lutheran Doctrine of the "Holy" 
Supper. 


(Continued.) 

Having looked more closely at the words of Christ: totité éot: 16 ompd pov, let 
us now look at the words of institution as the Apostle 1 Cor. Il reports to us, further. 
St. Paul continues, according to the reading of the 15 vmép yuev yA@pevov, which was 
given for you 
is broken. Paul's account here differs quite a bit from that of the evangelists. Matthew 
and Marcus add nothing further to the words: toiit6 é0t1 16 owpd pov, but proceed 
immediately after these words to report the distribution of the cup. Lucas, on the 
other hand, adds, 15 v7ép very d1ddpevov, "which is given for you." Nor is the reading 
1 Cor. 11, 24. fixed. The best manuscripts have not the word yAwyEevov, but read 
only 15 c@pa 6 vmép yoy. But if we adopt the reading of the textus receptus, what are 
these words supposed to mean? What is meant by Christ's body being broken for 
us, for our good, for our good? The Reformed exegetes, and also more recent ones, 
fast it so that Paul here says that Christ's body was broken for us on the cross. With 
this metaphorical expression, the Lord referred to his 
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painful and agonizing death on the cursing wood. But this speaks against it, that the 
word xAdw is only used in the New Testament for the breaking of bread. But 
secondly, and above all, this speaks against it, that John 19:36 expressly assures 
us that the Lord's body was not broken on the cross, and was not to be broken, so 
that in this respect also it might be like the model of the paschal lamb in the Old 
Testament. It is also but a poor subterfuge when v. Hofmann remarks that also "of 
the unnatural bending and dislocating of the limbs would be used." 1) No, in the 
Lord's Supper, not on the cross, Christ's body is broken for us. Bengel has hit upon 
the right thing when he makes the remark on these words that here is a locutio 


concisa "Quod pro vobis datur et vobis frangitur. In the Lord's Supper Christ's body is 
broken for us, that is, distributed to us for good, for our use, with the broken bread. 
In the Lord's Supper, the bread and the body of Christ are so closely and intimately 
united with one another in a sacramental way, in a way that we do not know more 
closely and cannot define further, that because the bread is broken and distributed 
in the Lord's Supper, it can rightly be spoken of as the breaking of the body of Christ, 
and is indeed spoken of. Thus also this word so very clearly indicates the essential 
presence of the body of Christ in the Lord's Supper and the unio sacramentalis. Our 
ancients also so interpret this word yAWyevov. Thus, for instance, we read in 
Chemnitz, "| do not see how it can be said that 'breaking' is put in this place for ‘being 
put to death,’ and that it is to be understood of the agonies and pains, of the suffering 
and death of Christ, since Scripture itself expressly denies this. It remains, therefore, 
only to understand it of the dispensation." 2) Balduin further compares these words 
with those of Lucas, saying, "There is no difference here, for it (the body) is given 
for us in death, and is broken or distributed among us in the holy supper." So at last 
Luther writes: "There is no doubt in my mind that Paul's text, 'This is my body which 
is broken for you,’ is to be ill understood of the breaking and dividing out over table, 
as he also says 1 Cor. 10, 16.: The bread which we break is the body of Christ 
divided out.'" (XX, 1061.) To the words of Lucas, corresponding to these words of 
Paul: 15 ozép vue d1dduevev, we shall, by the way, return more particularly, when we 
have to speak of the purpose, blessing, and benefit of this endowment of Christ. 

1) "The Heil. Scriptures of the New Testament" Il, 2. p. 248. 

2) "Non video, quomodo dici possit, frangi hoc loco poni pro immolari et 
intelligendum esse de tormentis, cruciatibus, de passione et morte Christi, cum ipsa scriptura 
diserte hoc negat." (Fundamentum, p. 44.) 


3) "Nulla hic diversitas, datur enim pro nobis in morte, frangitur seu distribuitur inter 
> 
nos in sacra coena." 
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Paul's account now goes on to say, Toto zorsite E1¢ THY éunv dvopvyoly. Lucas 
has here exactly the same words as Paul. In Matthew and Marcus we do not find 
this addition. The HErr says, Toiito zoieite. He gives a command to his disciples. They 
are to do something, namely, to do what they have just seen him do. They are to 
take bread, bless it, break it, divide it, take it, and eat it. And if they do what the Lord 
has done, the Lord will do again and again what he has done here. He will truly give 
them his body to eat with the blessed bread. With these words the Lord instituted his 
Lord's Supper for the church of all ages. He has made us certain that the Lord's 
Supper was not only a one-time act of Christ, such as the washing of feet, but that 
we Christians should celebrate it continually, celebrate it as the Lord instituted it. And 
we are to celebrate it, as the apostle adds a little later in his account: xxxxx Xx xx 
Xxxx, "until he come" (v. 26.), that is, come again at the end of days for the last 
judgment, as long as the Church at war remains here on earth. On these words of 
our Saviour rests the confession of our Small Catechism: "It is the true body and 
blood of our Lord Jesus Christ, under which bread and wine are instituted for us 
Christians to eat and drink by Christ himself." That the Lord has instituted and 
instituted a sacrament with the Lord's Supper, something which was not only 
supposed for the disciples of that time, but which applies to all Christ's disciples of 
all times and is to be used and celebrated by them, was also hardly doubted by 
anyone in the Christian Church, until in recent times even this, the institution of the 
Lord's Supper as a foundation of Christ for the Church, was denied in Germany. It is 
chiefly the professors Jilicher, Spitta, and Grafe who have made this assertion, that 
the Lord on that evening before his passion and death had only wished to celebrate 
a farewell supper with his disciples, in order to set before them the meaning of his 
death quite impressively, but that he had by no means intended thereby a lasting 
endowment for his church, for the disciples of later times. In order to prove this 
assertion, one appeals above all to the difference of the reports. Matthew and 
Marcus, it is said, give us the most faithful account of the proceedings at the first 
supper. They have these words, totto zoleite yt/., not. So also Christ had never 
spoken these words. They had come into the account of Paul and Lucas through a 
later tradition of the Church. It is questionable, Spitta emphasizes, whether Paul does 
justice to the idea of Jesus and the original conception of the Lord's Supper by the 
church. It is not necessary to go into this matter further here. The whole argument 
shows that to these people the Holy Scriptures are no longer the Word of God, 
inspired by the Holy Spirit, but a human 
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It is a work of art full of errors and mistakes. On the other hand, we believe and 
confess that every word of Scripture was inspired by the Holy Spirit and is therefore 
the true, infallible word of God. We must not use the various accounts of the institution 
of the Lord's Supper in such a way as to contradict one another, but in such a way 


as to complement and explain one another. The HER truly spoke these words, Todto 


molite ytd. as Lucas and Paul tell us by inspiration of the Holy Ghost. That Matthew 
and Marcus did not include these words in their report does not come from the fact 
that Christ did not speak them, or that Matthew and Marcus knew nothing of JEsus 
having spoken them. They simply presuppose this fact, that Christ instituted his 
supper to all his Christians and commanded them to celebrate it, as universally known 
and acknowledged. 

That which the Lord hath done we ought to do, as he adds, ei¢ tyv iv avopvyaly. 
In his memory we shall do it. These words, too, have been used by the Reformers 
and those like them to prove that Christ's body and blood could not be essentially 
present in the Lord's Supper. The Lord commands us to celebrate His supper in 
remembrance of Him, to remember Him. The supper is to be a memorial supper. But 
one cannot remember and commemorate someone who is present, but only 
someone who is absent. If, therefore, we should remember Christ at the Lord's 
Supper, his body and blood could not be essentially present. 1) This conclusion is 
based on a wrong understanding of Christ's words: sig mv inv dvapvyolv. These 
words do not mean that we Christians should remember our Savior in the celebration 
of the Lord's Supper, but they mean that the very Supper itself, as we eat Christ's 
body and drink His blood, reminds us of the Lord. The Lord in these words gives us 
the purpose (€i¢) for which he would have us do that which he himself has done. For 
this purpose we are to celebrate the Lord's Supper until the Lord comes, that this act, 
the eating of his body and the drinking of his blood, may remind us so vividly of him, 
our Saviour, of his vicarious suffering and death, that his body may be given for us 
and his blood shed for us for the remission of sins. It is precisely the enjoyment of 
Christ's body and blood that should bring his sacrificial death for our sins so vividly 
before our eyes and be a constant reminder of him. Hofmann rightly says: 2) "So 
Jesus has made his eating and drinking of bread and wine, which, in itself, and not 
merely on account of the eaters and drinkers, is an eating of his body and blood. 


1) For example, the latest edition of Meyer's Commentary reads, "To remember me, 
presupposes future bodily absence." 
2) "The Holy. Scriptures of the New Testament", Il, 2. p. 253. 
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Drinking his blood, however, is ordained as a memorial banquet, which keeps him 
continually in remembrance as he whose body was broken, whose blood was shed 
for the remission of sins." 

We now come to the second part of the words of institution. Paul begins this 
part thus: Moabtas yai 10 xotHpiov peta 10 dermvyoal. . To be added here is a éAafe. The 
very same words have Lucas. Matthew and Marcus begin simply thus: A0Bov 70 


motHpov. It is peculiar to Paul and Lucas that they add the words: jleté 10 deimvnoat, 
which Luther translated: "after supper." It has been frequently supposed from these 
words that the celebration of the first supper was not one continuous act, especially 
as Matthew and Marcus introduce their account of the supper with these words: 
MOvtwV avt@y, while they were eating, at the supper. At and during the paschal meal 
JEsus had handed the bread to his disciples, and later, after that meal was closed, 
the cup. It would take us too far here to enter into the difficult question of the exact 
chronological order of all the events of that last evening which the Lord spent on 
earth in His lowliness. But it will hardly do to suppose a long interval between the 
giving of the bread and the giving of the cup. Nor is this at all necessary. The words 
eta 70 deiavyoai are not only to be applied to the distribution of the cup, but to the 
whole act of the Lord's Supper. Thus Luther wrote: "And especially do Lucas and 
Paul speak of the cup and not of the bread; for it is more dangerous and necessary 
with the cup, because at the last it is not customary to eat, but to drink, lest it should 
be understood as the last drink, although it refers to both and to the whole supper, 
as also the piece above about the memorial.” (XX, 1052.) Nor is this contradicted by 
the fact that Matthew and Marcus write: Jod@vtwv avtwv, Lucas and Paul, on the 


contrary, feté 10 dervycal. Matthew and Marcus just call attention to the fact that the 
Lord instituted his supper while he was still at table with his disciples at the paschal 
meal, while Lucas and Paul emphasize the circumstance that after all the paschal 
meal proper had been completed. The celebration of the Lord's Supper was a 
separate and distinct act from the Easter meal, but it was closely and immediately 
connected to the last Easter meal of the Lord. 

After the meal, Paul tells us, the Lord took the cup, rd zotypmyv. What was in 
this cup, none of the beers tells us directly. 
judge in the installation votaries themselves. But we are by no means ignorant of it. 
It is not badly called trotfpwv, but 15 zotnptov. The definite article points to a definite 
cup. The cup was taken by the HErr, from which his disciples had drunk before at 
the meal. It was the custom among the Jews, that at the paschal supper 
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several times the cup went around in a circle. And now we also know what the Jews 
drank at this meal, what was in the cup that was passed around in the circle, namely 
wine mixed with water. So it was wine that the Lord gave to His disciples. In addition 
to this the Lord said either immediately before or immediately after the institution of 
the Lord's Supper - depending on whether we consider the report of Lucas or that of 
Matthew and Marcus to be the chronologically ordered one - "I tell you, | will not drink 
of this fruit of the vine from now on until the day when | drink it anew with you in my 
Father's kingdom." (Matt. 26:29.) Growth of the vine (yévynua t7¢ Auaédov), that which 
is produced, the fruit of the vine, and since it is a matter of drinking, juice from that 
fruit, that is, wine, was, according to JEsu's own words, in the cup which the HErr 
presented to his disciples to drink. This is the second earthly element of this 
sacrament, which the Lord appointed to be the bearer of the heavenly good of grace, 
the fruit of the vine, wine. 

The apostle Paul continues in his account, Aéywv. Likewise we find it in Lucas. 
Both do not indicate what the Lord did with the cup. This is easily supplemented from 
the first part of the institution. Matthew and Marcus give a more detailed account 
here. They both add: euxapiothoas edwyev avtoic. The HErr thus dealt with the cup in 
the same way as with the bread. He blessed the cup by a prayer of thanksgiving to 
God, and presented the cup thus blessed to his disciples to drink. 

But the Lord did not give the cup to His disciples in silence, but told them plainly 
and distinctly, as with the bread, what it was that He was giving them in the cup with 
the wine. In the accounts of the words with which Christ gave the cup to His disciples 
to drink, the greatest difference that occurs in the words of institution is found 
between Matthew and Marcus on the one hand, and Lucas and Paul on the other. 
Let us first notice the account of Matthew and Marcus. Matthew tells us that the HER 
said: [Tete é€ avtov mavtec. This direct invitation of the Lord to drink from the cup no 
other reporter has, not even Marcus. The latter tells us for it the fact: xal emiov é€ avtod 


mavtec. In passing we notice that these words of Matthew and Marcus are the 
strongest argument against the shameful chalice-drawing on the part of the pope. 
Matthew and Marcus further report that the HErr added: touT6 gat 10 a\ud Lov 
10 THC YaIvnc d1aOHKYS, 10 mEp't ToLA@v Exyvvo"EvoV, and Matthew alone adds: stc dgeoiv 
Auaptiov. The first words: tobto got! 10 aid “ov correspond in their grammatical 


construction exactly to the words in the Brod: é0ti 10 cad pov. The indefinite subject 
points to what the HErr gives his disciples to drink in and with the wine, but leaves it 
still indefinite what 
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be it. The predicate is the closer definition. That which the Lord gives and presents 
to his disciples in the cup does not only mean, nor is it only symbolic, but is really 
and truly his blood, not in a metaphorical sense, his figurative, spiritual blood, but his 
natural blood, which is shed for many for the forgiveness of sins. According to his 
clear, plain words, the Lord gives us in the Lord's Supper not only wine, but at the 
same time with the wine his true, natural blood to drink. All who partake of the Lord's 
Supper drink with the wine in the same act of drinking with their mouths in a 
wonderful, supernatural way the blood of the Lord. Here, too, our Church establishes 
only that on the basis of Scripture, and confidently leaves the how and the "how is it 
possible?" to the almighty and true Lord, who instituted this Sacrament. Here, too, 
she humbly submits her reason to the obedience of Christ. 

But we find in the account of Matthew and Marcus another addition to which 


we must pay attention. The HErr not only says, tobt6 é071 76 aiid pov, but he adds, 75 


mo yaivyc O1anync. By these words the Lord distinguishes his blood, which he gave 
his disciples to drink, and continues to give them to drink in the Lord's Supper, from 
the blood of the Old Testament. There was also a blood of the old covenant. It is said 
(Ex. 24:8.), "Then Moses took the blood, and sprinkled it upon the people, saying, 
Behold, this is the blood of the covenant which the LORD made with you, above all 
these words." So also the first testament is not made without blood. (Heb. 9:18.) The 
blood of the old covenant was the blood of beasts. Christ is the mediator of a new 
and better covenant, the covenant of grace between God and man. And this 
covenant is also established by blood. Christ shed his blood for the forgiveness of 
many, and by his blood the covenant was made firm. Christ's blood, which he shed 
on the cross for all men to pay for their sins, is the blood of the new covenant, the 
new testament. This blood, by which the new covenant of God's grace with mankind 
is established and sealed, his holy and precious blood of God, is given to us by the 
Lord to drink in his Sacrament. The blood of the covenant the Lord gives to drink. 
God has made this covenant not only with the twelve apostles, but with all Christians. 
And so it is in these words that the Lord has instituted and instituted a sacrament, a 
sacrament that is meant not only for his first disciples, but for all disciples, for all 
Christians. 

There is one more word to be pointed out, which is found only in Matthew. For 


the latter inserts into the words: tot> 10 ot: 10 aiid ov another yap. He writes: toto 
yap lot 10 aid pov. With the yép the HErr justifies the preceding words, namely, his 


command that all should drink of the cup. The Lord wants to say: | do not give you 
here an ordinary drink, mere earthly wine, as other people do. 
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Wine also is, | give you to drink with the wine in the cup my blood, the blood of the 
new testament: therefore drink ye all of it. 

As already noted, the Apostle Paul and Lucas give a different rendering of the 
words of the Lord at the institution of the cup. Paul thus reports that the HErr said: 
TobTO 1) motHpIOV  KaIvH O1aOiKH Eotiv év Ty éuw aivati. Lucas has the same words, 


except that he omits the xxtiv, and instead of év ty éu@ aiuati says: & TY aivati “oo. 
Now how are these words to be understood? This is certain from the first to every 
one who still believes in the divinity of the sacred Scriptures, nor believes in the 100 


ypaon Oedorvevotoc, that these words in Paul and Lucas cannot make any sense which 
is inconsistent with the words which we find in Matthew and Marcus. This also is 
certain, according to a generally accepted hermeneutical canon, that these words in 
Paul and Lucas, as the more difficult, are to be interpreted according to the words in 
Matthew and Marcus, as the brighter and clearer. Thus what Luther says in his 
"Great Confession of the Lord's Supper" remains in force: "We let them rave and 
gloss as they will; of this we are sure, of course, that Lucas, with this text: 'This cup 
is the New Testament in my blood,’ means nothing else, but the very same thing that 
St. Matthew and Marcus say with this text: 'This is my blood of the New Testament,’ 
for they must be of one opinion, not against each other, but with each other. Now 
make the text of Lucas as you will, so this must be the opinion that St. Matthew and 
St. Marcus say, 'This is my blood of the New Testament'. Now if we take Lucas' 
words to mean that in the Lord's Supper they give us the blood of Christ for the new 
testament, as Marcus and Matthew do, then we certainly have his right opinion. But 
he who takes it otherwise, or martyres it, is not right. For thus he would not agree 
with the others." (XX, 1052 f.) 

So it is certain that these two statements do not and cannot contradict each 
other. But another question is this: Are these two statements entirely identical, so 
that the same subject and the same predicate are found in both, that ToUTo would be 


identical with tobto 76 xotypiov. And 1 Kaivy d1abyKn év ty guy aipoti with 16 aid pov 15 


THiS Kaivig d1a8nKno? There we shall have to say with Balduin, "That these two 
statements are very different. For in the former the subject and predicate contain 
what belongs to the essence of the sacrament. In the latter, only the subject belongs 
to the essence of the Sacrament, but the predicate does not belong in the same way. 
For the New Testament is not an essential part, but fruit of the Sacrament of the 
Lord's Supper." 1) 

1) ,,Diversissimas esse duas illas propositiones. Nam in priore subjectum et 
praedicatum continent substantialia sacramenti; in posteriore subjectum tantum ad 
substantiam sacramenti pertinet, praedicatum non item, quia novum testamentum non est pars 
substantialis, sed fructus sacramenti eucharistici. " 
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If we wish to understand the sense of this sentence, we must first ascertain to 
what the words Ty iy aipati, or, as Lucas says, XX 7 aiuati “ov belong. Many 


commentators, especially recent ones, connect it with xo-1vn diaOjxy. The sense 
would then be this: this cup is the new testament consummated in my blood, the new 
covenant brought about by my shedding of blood. This interpretation is not factually 
wrong, but can hardly be held grammatically. Conspicuous, though perhaps not 
completely decisive (cf. 1 Cor. 10, 18.) would then be the absence of the article 
before xx. But it is especially against this that the Apostle interpolates between x 
yaivy O1ainyn and inw aivati. The gu@ aati refers to the whole preceding statement. 
The apostle intends by this addition to say whence it comes that the cup is rightly 
said to be the new testament, namely, because of, or through, the blood of Christ. 
Because the Lord gives us in this cup of the Lord's Supper not only wine, but his 
blood, which was poured out for us for the remission of sins, it is rightly said of this 
cup that it is the new testament. This cup, then, does not signify the New Testament, 
or is a figure, a sign, a symbol of the New Testament, but is really the New 
Testament, not because we drink wine here, but because the Lord presents His true 
blood to us in this cup with the wine. Luther understood these words in this way. He 
says: "But Lucas speaks (as he often does) in a Hebrew manner; for so speaks the 
Hebrew language, Ps. 78:64: Their priests fell by the sword, that is, they fell by the 
sword. Item: The princes were raised up in their hands, Klagl. 6, 12. that is, raised 
up by the hands. Item (Klagl. 5, 4.): We drink our water in money, that is, for money. 
Item (5, 13.): The boys fell in the wood, that is, they fell under the wood which they 
had to carry. Item (Hos. 12, 13.): Jacob ministered in Rachel, that is, around Rachel 
(Gen. 29, 20.), and the like much. So you see that "in" in Hebrew has a broad 
interpretation, but so that it nevertheless indicates that the thing of which it speaks 
must be present. So here also Lucas means to say, This cup is the new testament 
in the blood of Christ, that is, through the blood, or with the blood, or because of the 
blood, etc. As Matthew saith: 'This is my blood of the new testament.' For the cup 
cannot be the new testament, in silver, or by silver, or for silver's sake. Speak, 
therefore, as thou wilt, these words, 'This cup is the new testament in blood,’ so far 
as thou speakest not against Matthew and Marcum. For it is soon told to a quiet, 
unconcerned mind that the words Lucae in German mean so much: This cup is a 
new testament, not for its beautiful silver, or for the wine, but for the blood, and 
because of or for the blood of Christ. So that a German may interpret the text of St. 
Luke at home or otherwise: This cup is the new testament because of the blood of 
Christ, which every man knows. 


330 Scriptural evidence for the Lutheran doctrine of Holy Communion. 


so understands: The cup is a new testament, because Christ's blood is in it." (XX, 
1053 f.) Among the more recent exegetes, v. Hofmann correctly interprets this 


passage: To let JEv ty iu aivat be an approximation of yo-ivn diaOyKy, and thus a 


constituent part of this predicate fine, does not go, because 7 yaivy diaiinyn is a term 
complete in itself, to which such approximation could not be added without repeating 
the article, and not only after iotiv. The words, therefore, do not say what the 
mediation of the new order of God is, but wherein it is mediated that this cup is the 
new order of God: by virtue of the blood of JEsu it is. And since the words are meant 
as accompanying the presentation of the cup, like the cup itself, for the drinking to 
which the Lord presents the cup, the opinion is that the recipients, when they drink 
the cup, drink his blood, and thus in this very blood of his, whose drinking is therefore 
the drinking of this wine, drink the new order of God." ("The Holy. Scriptures of the 
New Testament," II, 2. p. 249.) 

This then is the understanding of these words. The Lord says, "This cup," that 
is, the cup which he had just taken and blessed. This cup the Lord gives to his 
disciples to drink, and so his word applies to the contents of the cup, to the wine they 
drink. This cup is the New Testament, and that by means of the blood of Christ, 
because in this cup is not only wine, but the blood of Christ. But how can the Lord 
say that the cup is the new testament because of his blood, because his blood is in 
it? Balduin answers thus, "As by the shedding of Christ's blood on the cross the new 
covenant with God was sealed, and the goods of the testament were purchased; and 
as of the blood of Christ, shed on the altar of the cross, it was justly said. This blood, 
shed on the cross, is the new testament, because by this blood God is reconciled to 
us, and the remission of sins is acquired; so also it is rightly said of the blood which 
is poured out in the Lord's Supper, This blood, or this cup in the blood, or because of 
the blood united to it sacramentally, is the new testament, because by means of this 
blood poured out the goods of the new testament are appropriated to us." 1) 


1) ,,Quemadmodum effusione sanguinis Christi in cruce sanciebatur novum foedus 
cum Deo et acquirebantur bona testamentaria, et quemadmodum de sanguine Christi in ara 
crucis effuso recte diceretur: hic sanguis in cruce effusus novum testamentum est, quia per 
hunc sanguinem Deus nobiscum reconciliatur et remissio peccatorum acquiritur: ita recte 
quoque dicitur de sanguine in coena hausto: hic sanguis seu poculum hoc in sanguine vel 
propter sanguinem sibi sacramentaliter unitum novum testamentum est, quia mediante hoc 
hausto beneficia novi testamenti nobis applicantur. " 
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How, then, do these very words of Paul and Luke confirm the true presence of 
the blood of Christ in Holy Communion. The cup from which we drink, the true and 
almighty Lord assures us, is the new testament in his blood. When we drink from the 
cup in the Lord's Supper, the Lord offers us his new testament with all its gifts and 
goods, forgiveness of sins, life and salvation, and that by means of his blood, through 
which he established this new covenant. Because when we drink of the cup, we drink 
not only wine, but the very blood of Christ, we receive with it all the gifts and goods 
of the new testament. So close and intimate is the sacramental union of the wine 
with the blood of Christ that for the sake of this union it is said of the cup that it is the 
New Testament. "New Testament," says Luther, "is promise, yea, rather bestowal of 
grace and remission of sins, that is, the right gospel, etc. For although the cup is a 
bodily thing, yet, because it becomes a sacramental thing with the blood of Christ, or 
with the new testament, it is properly called a new testament, or the blood, that one 
may point to it and say, This is a new testament; this is Christ's blood..... Wherefore 
whosoever drinketh of this cup drinketh truly the right blood of Christ, and the 
remission of sins, or the Spirit of Christ, which are received in and with the cup, and 
shall not here receive a living figure or token of the faithful testament or blood of 
Christ." (XX, 1059.) - Not Paul, but Lucas still adds the words, 16 omép vuov 
‘yyovoutevoy, It is noticeable that Lucas does not put these words in the dative 
following xx aipati ov, and continues, t@ bzép buov éyovouévy. Luther therefore refers 


these words to toto 1 motjpiov. He then explains that these words may be 
understood either thus, "This cup is the new testament in my blood, which is poured 
out for you, that is, which is given and set before you to drink over tables, as wine is 
otherwise poured out of a pitcher for guests." He points out that Paul also says that 
the body is broken for us, that is, it is poured out to us in the Lord's Supper. Or else 
this manner of speaking may also be understood thus: "Because cup and blood, and 
new testament, are one sacramental being, for the sake of such unity the cup is 
poured out, when yet the blood alone is poured out, per synecdoche, as we have said 
above, that the Son of God is rightly spoken of, that he dies, though mankind alone 
dies, and the Holy Ghost is seen, though the dove alone is seen, and the angel is 
seen, though his bright form alone is seen, etc." (See XX, 1061 ff.) Chemnitz also 
refers these words to the cup, saying, "Sensus erit, quod in poculo benedictionis 


exhibetur, quod ex illo poculo communicantes ore hauriunt, hic pro nobis effusum est in 
remissionem peccatorum." (Fundamentum, p. 43.) But it is probably simpler to reduce 


the words to Ty aipati. 
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and to assume an enallage casuum. We find such an interchange of casus more 
often in the New Testament, e. g. Joh. 21, 12. Rev. 8, 9. 2Cor. 8, 23. Thus the words 
correspond to those of Matthew and Marcus: 16 zepi moddov iyyovouxvov. The HErr 
points out that his blood is shed for us on the trunk of the cross. 

The apostle Paul now repeats the command of the Lord, which he already 
communicated at the end of the first part of the words of institution: "Do this, as often 
as ye drink it, in remembrance of me." The apostle here adds only the words, dodyi¢ 
& mivyte. The object to be lacking. 


It is to be added from the preceding, namely: tobto 7) zotjpiov. These words 


indicate that we Christians should often and diligently celebrate the Lord's Supper 
in remembrance of Him. G.M. 


(To be continued.) 


What does Missouri not teach from the analogy of faith? 


Just as the teachings of the Missouri Synod, especially on conversion and 
election by grace, have been and are still being horribly distorted by the opponents, 
so it is now happening to our position in the struggle for the analogia fidei. In their 
carnal zeal to place Missouri in as dark a light as possible, the opponents paint all 
kinds of caricatures and then spread them throughout Christendom as faithful 
photographs of the Synodal Conference. Thus we find ourselves again and again in 
the position of having to say not only what we teach, but also what we do not teach, 
and to warn everyone who cares about the truth seriously not to allow himself to be 
bound by the representations of theological caricaturists as the real teaching of 
Missouri. One cannot get to know Luther from Déllinger, JanBen, and Denifle. And 
whoever wants to inform himself about what Missouri really teaches, should draw 
from Missouri's writings. But if you want to be deceived, you have to take a look at 
the glasses and mirrors of the General Synodists, the Councillites, the Ohioans and 
the lowans. 

In a report on the free conference in Detroit, the Lutheran Observer of April 22 
writes about the position of the Missourians, among others: "More easily could their 
object have been attained, had not the one side been unwilling to yield an inch. But when it 
is insisted that doctrines could be formulated from isolated Bible passages without reference 
to any other supporting passages, or any other agreement of Bible teachings as a whole-that 
a sui generis kind of election must stand-that man has no liberty to choose in matters of 
salvation, doctrines which were foreign to the fathers and probably familiar to the 


(Archfathers) patriarchs only-it may be 
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readily perceived that the chances for union are very slim. This was publicly conceded." 
According to the Observer, then, Missouri teaches that Christian doctrine must be 
established from sentences taken out of context, "from isolated Bible passages." In the 
Lutheran Observer of June 10, O. Neve confesses to the slander: according to 
Missouri, the individual words of a passage of Scripture must be interpreted 
independently of and detached from their context, D. Neve writes: "Missouri retains 
unyieldingly the standpoint that every word of the Bible is inspired and given for a definite 
purpose by the Holy Ghost. Ohio and Iowa say the same; but Missouri expresses it differently. 
Here a few words of Dr. Nicum may be quoted, who, in the Lutheran Herald of April 23d, 
commences a series of articles on the Detroit Conference: 'The position of the theologians of 
the Synodical Conference ... is based upon a rigid conception of verbal inspiration. Each word 
is inspired in the sense that it stands by itself and has to be explained by itself, without regard 
to immediate connection or relation to other passages of the Bible. At first sight this looks 
like a pious reverence towards Holy Writ; but in reality it is a dismemberment and tearing 
asunder of what God has joined together." Further, although O. Neve knows quite well, 
or might know quite well, that Missouri rejects only the one thing, namely, that by 


erroneous reference to John 3:16. and the general will of grace, the plain sense of 
the Scripture passages concerning election is changed and corrupted, yet in the 
Observer of June 3, he states the matter as if, in considering the mystery in election 
at all, we reject all reference to John 3:16. and general grace. In the same number 
O. Neve repeats the assertion so often repeated by Ohioans: according to Missourian 
doctrine of the analogy of faith, a false doctrine cannot be refuted by showing that it 
contradicts clear teachings of Scripture. The Missourians, for example, could not do 
as the Concordians do, which in their first article refuted Flacianism by pointing to 
the doctrines of creation, redemption, and sanctification, which destroyed man's 
sense of the substantiality of original sin. Also D. Nimm, in the "Lutheran Herald" of 
April 30, regards the statement of "Lehre und Wehre" that every interpretation of 
Scripture which contradicts the doctrine of justification is false, as a contradiction with 
the Missourian doctrine of analogia fidei. 
In the April number of the Columbus Theological Magazine we read: 

"Missouri teaches two seemingly contradictorias voluntates in Deo, the universal will of 
grace and the particular will of election. It maintains that there cannot be any analogy between 
the two. We must believe both, although we cannot harmonize them, but must confess that 


they seem to be in contradiction to each other. I must 
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believe that it is truly God's earnest desire to save all men through faith in Christ who has 
wrought an atonement for all. And I must believe that God has elected only a few, according 
toa rule which is a mystery to us, that they should come to Christ and believe in Him to the 
end. The universal will of grace embraces all men, the particular grace of election, which is 
the cause of persevering faith and without which nobody can come to persevering faith and 
be saved, embraces only the elect. One excludes the other, but I must believe both. Pray, in 
which one should I put my trust and the hope of my salvation? In the universal grace, which 
embraces all, or in the particular, which embraces only the elect, and which alone can finally 
save? And if in the latter, how do I know whether the latter really includes me ? If the 
Missourians follow their principle in regard to the analogy of faith, other errors will and must 
soon creep into their doctrines. Let me illustrate this principle and its results by referring to 
the doctrine of justification. St. Paul says: We are saved by faith, without works. St. James 
says: Ye see, then, how that by works a man is justified and not by faith only. Here are two 
seemingly contradictory statements. What must a Missourian do if he wishes to carry out his 
principle ? He must say: ‘In the first passage the Holy Spirit teaches justification by faith, in 
the second justification by works. I am not permitted to harmonize these two statements with 
my reason. Reason has no business to try it. Here is a mystery which I am unable to solve. I 
must believe both. Yea, I believe that I am justified by faith, and I believe that I am justified 
by my works. Pray, wherein should I now place my trust and the hope of my salvation ? In 
the grace of God and the merits of Christ, or in my own works ? Or in both ? Whither shall I 
find comfort? Or take the doctrine of the Person of Christ. Scriptures declare: Christ is God. 
Christ Himself says: 'I and my Father are one,' and again: 'My Father is greater than I.' Here 
are two statements seemingly contradicting each other. It is not the business of human reason 
to try to harmonize them. I must submit to the Word of God. Here is a mystery which I cannot 
solve. I must believe both. Yea, I believe that Christ is God, the second person of the Trinity, 
one with the Father and equal with Him, and I believe that the Father, the first person of the 
Godhead, is greater than He. Or take the doctrine of Chiliasm. Scriptures teach: The Church 
is invisible according to its essence. It will be subject to sufferings to the end. Christ will 
appear on the day of judgment and deliver it. In Rev. 20 we find the statement that the saints 
lived and reigned with Christ a thousand years. The doctrine of the Chiliasts who maintain 
that, before the resurrection of 
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the dead and the final judgment takes place, Christ will come to earth and reign with the saints 
a thousand years, seems to be implied here. What must the Missourians do, according to their 
principle? They must say: 'Here are two statements which apparently contradict each other. 
Human reason has no right to try to harmonize them. Here is a mystery. We submit our reason 
to the Word of God and believe both truths. Yea, I believe that Christ will not return to earth 
until the day of judgment, and that until the day of judgment the Church will be subject to 
sufferings and persecutions on the part of the world. And I believe that Christ will return before 
the day of judgment, and that He will reign in glory with His Church one thousand years." I 
could furnish other examples. I could show how the whole Christian faith is torn asunder, and 
a miserable chaos of contradicting doctrines if this Missouri principle was true and carried out 
logically to its full extent. The principle maintained by Missouri of to-day opens the doors to 
all false doctrines and errors. The harmony of divine truth is destroyed if this principle is 


correct." (p. 82 ff.) 

According to this Ohioan account, Missouri teaches: Christian doctrines may 
contradict each other. This is indeed the case with the doctrines of particular election 
to faith and of universal grace. The Christian, however, is guilty of believing 
contradictions. Missouri forbids all use of reason in theology, not merely the material, 
but also the formal. Missouri not only forbids the introduction of thoughts into theology 
from reason, or the overthrow of clear scriptural doctrines with thoughts of reason, 
but according to Missouri it is even wrong if, in order to remove apparent 
contradictions, one investigates scripture, examines the context, etc. According to 
Missouri, one must explain everywhere where this is at all possible: These are 
contradictions, and in this the Christian must prove his faith, that he accepts doctrines 
which cancel each other out. According to the Missouri doctrine of the analogy of faith, 
one must not, for example, prove from the context that Jacob understood the word 
"justify" to mean something quite different from Paul, and that therefore there could 
be no question of a contradiction. According to Missouri, one must rather take the 
apparently contradictory sentences out of context and explain them: Jacobus and 
Paul contradict each other, but the Christian must believe and speak contradictions: 
Here | stand before a mystery, but | believe both: | believe that by my works | am 
justified before God, and that by my works | am not justified before God. According to 


the Missourian doctrine of analogia fidei, one must not show from Scripture in what 


respect the Son is equal to the Father, and in what respect he is less than the Father, 
but one must exclaim: Here 


336 What does Missouri not teach from the analogy of faith? 


we have propositions that contradict each other, but the Christian must believe 
contradictions. Yes, according to the Missourian analogy of faith, one is compelled to 
declare: Revelation 20 seems to teach chiliasm; but chiliasm does not agree with the 
scriptural doctrine of the church; so there is a real contradiction, and the Christian must 
speak: | believe contradictory propositions; | believe that Christ will come visibly before 
the last judgment, and | believe that he will not come visibly before the last judgment. - 
These and similar grimaces of Missouri's doctrine are drawn not by a crartoonist in the 
"Puck," but by Rev. C. C. Hein in the Columbus Theological Magazine. 

In the June number of the same magazine (p. 136), v. Loy, in a lengthy article on 
"The Predestination Controversy," says: "It has seemed as if Missouri had decided to forbid all 
thinking, and to denounce as pure and simple rationalism every effort to understand the Bible 
and ascertain the revealed truths. To many the inference has not seemed uncharitable, that our 
opponents expect us to accept their decisions with the same credulity and the same finality as 


Romanists are expected to accept the decrees of the pope." If D. Loy is in his right mind, he 
knows as well as we do that Missouri does not forbid but enjoins right thinking in 
theology; that Missouri does not forbid but requires the formal use of reason, according 
to which we ascertain the content of theology from Scripture alone; and that Missouri 
condemns only the false use of reason in theology, according to which the theologian 
establishes propositions not taken from Scripture, or destroys and rejects clear 
doctrines of Scripture. All this is known to D. Loy knows all this as well as we do, and 
yet he presents the matter as if Missouri forbids the theologian all research in Scripture 
and all thinking in general, and especially all correct thinking and logically necessary 
reasoning, and even does not want to allow the laws of reasoning to apply in theology, 
and that Missouri accuses the "innocent" Ohioans of rationalism, not because they 
overturn divine truths with logically false conclusions, but because they think at all, and 
especially because they think correctly and draw valid conclusions from valid premises. 
According to D. Loy's account, a consistent Missourian cannot even conclude: God 
loved all men; therefore, he loved me. (p. 141.) 1) Missouri requires that contradictions 
be believed. And D. Loy also knows how to twist Missouri's teaching in such a way that 


a real contradiction comes out. Missouri teaches: "The Bible teaches a particular grace, by 
which the universal grace in Christ is limited to comparatively few persons as the elect of God, 


whom alone He purposes to save. " (p. 140.) "There are 


1) In the "Theologische Zeitblatter" of May (p. 171) v. Stellhorn explains: Missouri does not 
want to "even allow conclusions that are quite obvious to be valid". 
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two distinct ways of salvation, one of which is the way of election, the other the way of 
universal grace." (p. 142.) Missouri asserts, "In some unaccountable way all this wonderful 
plan of boundless grace [universal love, universal redemption, universal operation of the means 
of grace] has become limited and for the greater portion of the helpless souls for whose benefit 
it was formed has been invalidated and rendered nugatory by the same merciful God that formed 
it." (p. 141.) Missouri seeks to prove, "The divine will to save all men and the divine will to 
save only a select and comparatively small number of men, cannot justly be said to be two 
contradictory wills." (P. 142.) According to Missouri, the mystery of election consists in 
this: "How God could will the salvation of all, and still, when it comes to the test, will the 
salvation of only a few." (P. 149.) "What is the use"-so D. Loy exclaims of the Missourian 
doctrine-"what is the use of conceding that there is a universal salvation when in the same 
breath it is alleged that God has decreed it to be particular (that He wills the salvation of only 
an elect number)? Consistent Calvinists decline to stultify themselves by advocating such 


contradictions." 1) (S. 143.) 

The iowash papers also fall again into their old vice. The "Kirchen-Blatt" of June 
25 not only claims that Missouri teaches contradictions and demands that 
contradictions be believed, but also constructs and distorts Missouri's teaching in such 
a way that a real contradiction emerges. The "Kirchen-Blatt" writes: "Where is the 
difference? The new editor of the 'Canada-Kirchenblatt' finds the difference between 
the Synodal Conference and its opponents in the fact that the latter do not accept the 
two truths of Scripture: 'Man is saved by God's grace alone,' and 'Man is lost through 
his own fault alone,' abruptly side by side. 


1) Of the position which the Missourians give to faith, D. Loy. writes: 


As they treat it, faith in Christ does not decide who shall be saved. . . Not that they rule it out 
when the way of life is to be shown. But so far as appears from their statements it is only one of 
the stages in the path by which God is pleased to lead those whom He proposes to save. It thus has 
the same position in the way to heaven which is assigned to holiness or good works. Its efficacy 
in the eternal counsels of God as the exclusive means by which the merits of Christ are appropriated 
by the individual, so that only he that believeth shall be saved and without faith it is impossible to 


please God, is not recognized." Thus and similarly D. Loy lies to the Missourians all sorts of heresies, 
contradictions, and nonsense. D. Loy himself seems to have felt that he did not take the truth too 


seriously in his article against Missouri. He writes: "It would be a comfort to us to be accused by 
honest opponents that we have misunderstood their theory." (1. c., p. 147.) 
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The Synodal Conference, on the other hand, wants to mediate between the two, whereby 
the Holy Scriptures leave them in the lurch. As far as we are concerned, the difference 
does not lie in this point, but in the fact that the Synodal Conference, in the doctrine of 
election by grace, separates the general will of grace from the electing will of God, and 
makes the two contradictory statements about God: 1. 'God wills to make all men blessed? 
2. 'God does not want to make all men blessed, but only a few, namely the elect? The 
theology of the Synodal Conference allows these two wills to be taken one after the other, 


and thus places in God Himself contradictory wills. We still reject the placing of voluntates 


contradictoriae (contradictory wills) in God." According to the lowans, then, Missouri 
teaches, 1. God wills to make all men blessed, and 2. God wills not to make all men 
blessed, but only a few. Now, since Missouri not only does not teach the second of the 
above propositions, but decidedly condemns and combats it as Calvinism, lowa, instead 
of proving Missouri a contradictory contradiction, has blown out a particularly gross lie and 
slander against Missouri. The lowa "Ecclesiastical Magazine" likewise insinuates that 
Missouri carries into God's "will itself a contradiction, and allows the same to be at once 
general and not general." (p. 137.) Similar rumors about Missouri have also been spread 
in German papers, e. g., in the "Alter Glauben" and the "Allgemeine Evangelisch- 
Lutherische Kirchenzeitung." According to the report in the "A. E. L. K.," Missouri protests 
against the principle "that the interpretation of a passage is wrong if it contradicts the 
clearly revealed way of salvation," or that "an exegesis of passages dealing with the 
election and purpose of God is erroneous if it violates John 3:16: 'Thus hath God loved the 
world,’ etc." (p. 450.) The "Old Faith," June 17, likewise represents the matter as if Missouri 
taught that there could be contradictions in the doctrines of Scripture, and that it was not 
necessary to interpret the dark passages of Scripture according to the light ones, and 
judges of the position of the Missourians: "It has been justly said that the apparent 
reverence [of the Missourians] for the sacred Scriptures signifies in truth a dismembering 
and a tearing asunder of that which God has joined together." 

As for the assertion that Missouri teaches that one may and must take the passages 
of Scripture and their individual words out of context in order to gain the doctrines of faith, 
Missouri teaches the exact opposite. We hold that in the interpretation of biblical passages, 
even of the loci classici, no word, no sentence, and no part of a sentence may be taken out 
of context. To be sure, Scripture is inspired, and literally inspired. But in order to 
communicate his thoughts to men, God did not create a new language with new laws of 
logic, grammar, and hermeneutics. God has made Himself available to man. 
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The general laws of human thought, speech, writing and interpretation therefore also 
apply to the Bible. The general laws of human thinking, speaking, writing and interpreting 
therefore also apply to the Bible. The verbal inspiration does not change this. It does not 
abrogate the validity of logical, grammatical and hermeneutical laws. Rather, it 
guarantees the correct application of these very laws. For the interpretation of sacred 
Scripture, therefore, the hermeneutical law also applies: in order to gain the intended 
meaning of a scriptural passage, the text must be considered and understood in its 
context. It is a gross and stupid lie, which neither v. Nicum, v. Neve, nor any Ohioan 
seriously believes, when opponents claim that Missouri demands that one must or may 
determine the doctrine of conversion and election from isolated passages of Scripture 
and Bible words taken out of context. If this were really the doctrine of the Missourians, 
which Neve and others impute to it, then our practice of more than 50 years would be in 
sharpest contradiction with it. In all doctrinal struggles, and especially in the struggle for 
sola gratia in conversion and election by grace, Missouri has expounded the meaning of 
the striking passages of Scripture from text and context. We have fully recognized the 
law that context must not be ignored in the interpretation of biblical passages. Missouri 
has repeatedly provided extensive scriptural evidence for his doctrine of conversion and 
election by grace. And no one has yet stood up to prove that Missouri gains his doctrine 
by taking words and sentences out of context. The text of the scripture passages of 
conversion and election by grace in their context tells us what the scripture teaches of 
conversion and election by grace. That's what Missouri says. And that is an idea that has 
been vigorously reemphasized just recently, not by Ohio, but by Missouri. Yes, not 
Missouri, but Ohio arrogates to itself the right to ignore the truth which text and context 
enforce, and to declare it false wherever "harmony" requires it. In the interpretation of 
the scriptural passages concerning the election of grace, it is not Ohio but Missouri that 
is satisfied with the result of text and context. Ohio resorts to arbitrary means to get rid 
of the meaning that the scriptural passages of election hermeneutically enforce. The text 
in context determines the meaning of a passage, - this fundamental law of all sound 
interpretation Ohioans trample underfoot. They claim the right to interpret the Bible as 
one would interpret any other book in the world. They demand that they be permitted to 
insert into the passages of Scripture concerning the election of grace thoughts taken 
from elsewhere, in order to turn the meaning which the text and context demand into its 
opposite. By their unhermeneutical law of "harmony" they make the interpretation an 
arbitrary insertion. Not from the text and context, nor, indeed, at bottom, as the opponents 
pretend, from the passages on common grace, but from their own brains and their 
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They determine what the content of the scriptural passages on the election of grace 
should be, based on the false doctrine of human behavior. This is how the Ohioans 
have practiced for 25 years. Out of their own wrong thoughts they have inserted 
human conduct or the omission of willful resistance into the passages of Scripture 
dealing with conversion, and intuitu fidei into the passages of Scripture dealing with 
the election of grace. Their practice has ever been a mockery of all sound 
hermeneutics. And if the Ohioans now teach that in the last instance it is not the text 
in context that decides what the clear passages of Scripture teach about the election 
of grace, but the "harmony," the "whole of Scripture," the Apostolic Confession, the 
Lutheran Catechism, or John 3:16 ("on the brain" is the Ohioans' doctrine of human 
conduct in conversion), they have thereby only theorized their longstanding 
unhealthy practice and elevated it to law and dogma. As they have not hitherto 
established their practice according to Scripture, so now they have not taken their 
doctrine of the analogia fidei from Scripture and the Lutheran symbol, but have 
modeled it after and abstracted it from their wrong practice. Missouri says, "Whoever 
desires to know what Eph. 1, Rom. 8, and Apost. 13 teaches about election, he must 
look up these passages and study them in context. Ohio, on the other hand, 
declares, "He that would know for certain what these passages teach concerning 
election, must look up John 3:16, and other passages which do not deal with election 
at all, but with general grace, and from here enter thoughts into the passages 
concerning election by grace. But this way of determining the meaning of the 
passages on election by grace from passages of Scripture which deal with quite 
different doctrines is unnatural and unreasonable, as unreasonable as if any one, by 
looking at an Englishman or a Frenchman, should wish to determine what a German 
really is. That an interpretation of Eph. 1, which annuls Jn. 3:16, is false, is evident 
from Jn. 3:16, and such an interpretation can rightly be refuted from Jn. 3:16, for the 
Bible does not and cannot contradict itself, because it is the word of the true God. 
But it can never be determined from Joh. 3, 16. and other passages, which do not 
deal with the election of grace, what Eph. 1 teaches about the election of grace. The 
Ohioans have reproached us with being fanatics, but the endeavor to ascertain the 
meaning of a scriptural passage by examining the text in its context is the only 
natural and proper method of all sound interpretation, that of the sacred as well as 
of the profane scriptures. Whoever, on the other hand, ignores text and context and 
applies a method of interpretation according to which foreign ideas, contrary to text 
and context, are introduced into the interpretation from elsewhere, opens the door 
to all arbitrariness and fanaticism. The Ohioans confuse interpretation and insertion, 
and this has always been a characteristic of the enthusiasts. 
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As for the second accusation: Missouri teaches that dark and ambiguous biblical 
passages must not be interpreted according to the analogia fidei, - so we also teach in 
this piece the very opposite of what unjust opponents charge us with. In the Bible there 
are obscure passages, the certain meaning of which we cannot determine for various 
reasons, and also passages which, taken by themselves, according to text and context, 
admit of two or more interpretations. Of these obscure and ambiguous passages 
Missouri now asserts two things: 1. that they cannot establish a doctrine, and therefore 
cannot be decisive in a doctrinal controversy; 2. that they are all to be interpreted 
according to the analogia fidei. According to Missouri, obscure and ambiguous passages, 
whose certain and definite meaning cannot be determined from text and context, do not 
belong to the proper sedes doctrinae. A passage whose intended meaning cannot be 
determined with certainty cannot establish a doctrine of faith, for the simple reason that 
it does not clearly and irrefutably show what God wants to teach us in it. We recognize 
as divine only those doctrines which the text and context of the scriptural passages 
enforce. All obscure and ambiguous passages, in so far as they are ambiguous, lack 
the nervus probandi. Only passages that are perfectly clear and unambiguous according 
to text and context can establish doctrines according to Missouri. It is not enough that 
when it is necessary to prove a doctrine, one provides the proof: This passage can be 
interpreted in this way. Rather, one must prove: Text and context compel this and only 
this meaning, and admit of no other interpretation. Only such passages as give a 
perfectly definite meaning are, according to Missouri, loci classici, and only that can be 
regarded as divine doctrine which can be clearly proved from a passage. If a passage 
remains unclear and ambiguous, it cannot be decisive in a doctrinal question. We say 
with Luther, "It is not enough to say that such a saying may give them understanding; 
but they must prove that it enforces and enforces such understanding. One must be 
certain in these things that concern the conscience, and not stand on them and say, "It 
may thus be understood. May and must are not one; you must prove that it must be 
understood thus and not otherwise. Unless thou prove such ‘must,’ thy saying and 
understanding avail nothing." (Synodal Report of the Northern District, 1877, p. 52.) If 
we had merely obscure and ambiguous passages concerning the election of grace, we 
could not determine with certainty what God teaches us concerning the election of grace, 
and there could then be no question of a Christian doctrine of the election of grace. If, 
therefore, Ohio were able to prove that the passages on election, according to text and 
context, can be interpreted both Missourian and Ohioan, and that they leave open the 
question whether God chose for faith or in anticipation of faith, we Missourians would be 
the last to do so, 
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who would argue with Ohio on this issue. 1) We do not require faith from Ohioans for 
anything that can be understood differently according to text and context. We do not 
argue with anyone about ambiguous and ambiguous passages. Nor is the present 
controversy about the rule of faith at all about the treatment of ambiguous and obscure 
passages, but only about clear passages, namely, about the passages concerning 
the election of grace, which, according to text and context, give a quite definite 
meaning and admit of no other interpretation. We do not at all demand of our 
opponents that they accept an interpretation of which one can only say that it is 
possible. But we do require that every Christian, and every Ohioan, should accept 
every doctrine which has a clear word of God for it. And when now the opponents 
represent the matter as if the controversy between Missouri and Ohio were about dark 
and ambiguous passages of Scripture, and that Missouri teaches that dark and 
ambiguous passages must not be interpreted according to the analogy of faith, and 
that Missouri requires Ohioans to subscribe to the arbitrary opinion of the Missourians 
in the interpretation of dark passages, this is the purest sophistry and grossest 
distortion of the status controversiae. Of all obscure and ambiguous passages Missouri 
teaches not only that they cannot establish doctrine, but also that they must be 
interpreted according to the analogia fidei. That is, in passages whose certain sense 
cannot be ascertained from text and context, one must not place a sense that goes 
beyond clear Scripture or even contradicts a doctrine of Scripture. And in the case of 
ambiguous passages, one may likewise depart from the possible interpretations of 
Scripture. 


1) The fact that the representatives of the Synodal Conference in Milwaukee and Detroit 
insisted that not the Concordia formula, but the scriptural passages on the election of grace remain 
the subject of discussion, has been interpreted and exploited by the opposing papers to the effect 
that the Synodal Conference is afraid of the Concordia formula. The "Old Faith" of June 17 writes: 
"It is therefore also very significant that the Missourians increasingly set aside the church 
confession and refer exclusively to Scripture. Thereby they fall into an unhistoricality, which 
despises God's guidance in the course of church history, and step all the further away from the 
other part.” The iowasche "Kirchen-Blatt" also interprets the aforementioned fact In malam partem 
and exploits it against Missouri. But even this insinuation: Missouri is afraid of the Concordia 
formula, is groundless and unjust. Missouri is ready at any time to fight out the questions which 
divide Ohio and the Synodical Conference, even on the ground of the Lutheran Confession. The 
representatives of the Synodical Conference in Detroit have stuck only to the resolution (to deal 
with the passages of Scripture on election by grace) which was passed in Watertown. It is the 
Ohioans who are jumping from branch to branch and not wanting to stick with it. And since Missouri 
is ready to hand Ohio the palm as soon as it has furnished proof that in the clear passages of 


election the intuitu fidei interpretation is correct, or at least possible, Ohio should rejoice that the 
fight is made so short and easy and convenient for them by Missouri. 
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The same applies to the choice of a doctrine that overrides the teaching of a clear 
passage of Scripture. It is not arbitrariness that decides the choice in such cases, but 
the analogy of faith. If, for example, a preacher thinks he ought to interpret a dark 
passage of Scripture after all, he must take care that the meaning he puts into the 
passage neither goes against clear Scripture nor goes beyond clear Scripture. If he 
finds that the meaning he attaches to a dark passage is contrary to a clear teaching 
of Scripture, he must reject it as false. If he connects with a dark passage a meaning 
which he has found in other clear passages, the doctrine is right, and the interpretation 
is not reprehensible on dogmatic grounds. If, however, he interprets the obscure 
passage in such a way as to produce a meaning which, though not contrary to faith, 
goes beyond what Scripture clearly teaches, he must not take the doctrine he has 
obtained for a divinely certain doctrine, but only for what it is, for a more or less 
probable human opinion, which lacks divine certainty and binding force for the very 
reason that it cannot be proved by clear Scripture. Dark passages are to be interpreted 
according to the analogy of faith. The same is true of ambiguous passages. If a 
passage, according to text and context, admits of a double interpretation, it does not 
follow that the theologian may arbitrarily choose either of the two possible 
interpretations. Here, too, the analogy of faith has a say. If both interpretations are 
similar to faith, then the choice is free. But if one of them is in contradiction with a clear 
teaching of Scripture, it is to be rejected as false. If, then, one wishes to interpret dark 
and ambiguous passages at all, it must be done according to the analogy of faith. This 
is how Missouri teaches. It is a slander and a distortion of the point in dispute if our 
opponents now give themselves the appearance, in long and broad expositions, of 
having to champion this piece of the truth against Missouri. The present controversy 
about the analogia fidei is only about the sunny clear passages of the Scripture of the 
election of grace, which, according to text and context, enforce a very definite sense 
and admit of no other sense, and about the question: are these clear passages to be 
taken as they read, or may a foreign sense, contrary to text and context, be imposed 
upon them in the interest of preconceived opinions or of "harmony"? That is the point 
of contention between Missouri and Ohio. And here Missouri teaches: The sense 
which the text and context of these passages of Scripture enforce is the sense 
intended by the Holy Spirit and may under no circumstances be falsified. The sense 
which the text demands in the context is necessarily true and must be accepted 
without further ado and without any restriction or alteration. Whoever shakes this 
sense and bends or corrupts it, in whatever interest, corrupts the Holy Spirit, rejects a 
divine truth, declares that very thing which the Holy Spirit teaches and wants to teach 
in such a passage to be false, and 
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makes God a liar and His book a book of lies. If the Holy Spirit (as is the case) teaches 
Eph. 1 and Apost. 13 teach an election to faith according to text and context, and if our 
opponents (as is also a fact) disregard the sense which text and context of these 
passages enforce, and by means of their "harmony" make of the election to faith an 
election in regard to faith, Missouri considers this an outrage against God's Word. 
According to Missouri, this is nothing more than telling the Holy Spirit to his face that 
the very thing he teaches and wants to teach with deliberation is wrong. Missouri holds 
himself bound to the sense which the text enforces in the context. Ohio, on the other 
hand, claims for its theologians the right to reinterpret the sense which the clear 
passages of the election of grace enforce, wherever "harmony" seems to them to 
require it. But what does this mean but to leave it to the theologians to decide whether 
the sense intended by the Holy Spirit in the scriptural passages on election is true or 
false? What is the definite meaning of the scriptural passages on election by grace, 
which alone is possible according to text and context, has been repeatedly explained 
by Missouri. Now, instead of providing evidence from text and context that Missouri is 
mistaken, or even that Ohio's interpretation is not excluded, Ohio disregards text and 
context, appeals to the foreign, extra-biblical standard: "What we cannot rhyme and 
harmonize are contradictions that must be eliminated, and reverses the meaning of the 
clear words of Scripture into their straight opposite. What does this mean but to proclaim 
rationalism and to reject the doctrine of the Scriptural principle and the inerrancy of 
Scripture? 

It is a blatant slander, further, when our opponents assert that, according to the 
Missourian doctrine of analogia fidei, a false doctrine cannot be refuted by pointing to the 
clear teachings of Scripture, which are destroyed and abrogated by the false doctrine. 
Again and again Ohioan and lowaer point to the first article of the Formula of Concord, 
in which Flacianism is refuted by showing that the doctrine of the substantiality of 
original sin destroys the Scriptural doctrines of creation, redemption, and sanctification. 
A dogma - so the Concordia formula argues - which abrogates the fundamental articles 
of creation, redemption, and sanctification, articles for which there are innumerable 
clear sayings of Scripture, cannot possibly be a right doctrine. According to the 
Missourian view of the analogia fidei, however, one could not argue in this way. If 
someone were to pull a false doctrine out of his fingers and cite a few Bible verses, 
Missouri would be completely helpless. 1) 


1) D. Stellhorn, too, in the "Theologische Zeitblatter,” ridicules the Missourian doctrine of the 
analogy of faith, according to which every false teacher can attach himself unilaterally to any word 
of holy Scripture and present false doctrines which are in contradiction with the clear teachings of 
Scripture with the 
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According to Missouri, no false doctrine can be refuted by pointing to the analogy of 
faith, or what is the same, to the clear teachings of Scripture, which are abrogated by 
false doctrine. Thus and similarly do our opponents babble and drivel. But here again 
the fact is that we teach the very opposite of what our opponents accuse us of. 
According to Missouri, every doctrine is false which annuls not only the main doctrines, 
but any clear doctrine of the Holy Scriptures. Miffouri unhesitatingly rejects any 
interpretation that destroys the doctrines of creation, redemption, sanctification, 
justification, or any other doctrine of Scripture. And Missouri refutes false doctrines not 
only by citing passages of Scripture which directly prove the opposite of what the false 
teachers hold, but also by showing that the false doctrine violates other clear teachings 
of Scripture. We have used this method of argumentation in our fight against Ohio and 
lowa. We have not only shown that the Scriptures teach in clear passages the direct 
opposite of what Ohio says about conversion and election by grace, but we have also 
pointed to other teachings of Scripture which are consequently destroyed by Ohio's 


position. The intuitu fidei of the Ohio Synod we have rejected, precisely because it more 


consistently abrogates the clear teaching of Scripture on conversion. And the Ohio 
doctrine of human conduct in conversion we likewise reject precisely also because it 
contradicts the doctrine of sola gratia in justification. Yes, we Missourians, too, in refuting 
the false teachers, avail ourselves of pointing to the clear doctrines and passages of 
Scripture to which the false doctrine is contrary. And we are not willing to be deprived 
of this method of argumentation. But what we ourselves do and claim for ourselves, we 
do not forbid the Ohioans to do either. If Ohio gives us proof that any doctrine we hold 
(not excluding our doctrine of conversion and election by grace) really destroys any 
clear teaching of Scripture, we will drop it. Whoever proves to us that our doctrine of 
conversion and election by grace is in real contradiction with John 3:16, and that it really 
abolishes the clear doctrine of Scripture concerning universal grace, to him will 


Explanation: one has to let both stand next to each other and believe both. (1904, p. 6.) "According 
to the neo-Missourian view"-writes Stellhorn p. 81 of the same Zeitschrist - "a coarse Chiliast might 
quite calmly admit that his interpretation of the Scripture passages in question was, however, 
apparently at variance with clear Scriptural statements concerning the nature of Christ's kingdom on 
earth and concerning the resurrection of the dead at the last day; but that did no harm: one must just 
believe both, and must on no account regard his view of the millennial kingdom as erroneous and 
reject it on the ground that, as far as we can see, it does not harmonize with those clear Scriptural 
teachings." 
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we fall to without further ado. We do not forbid the Ohioans the argumentation of the 
Concordia formula, according to which one must reject all dogmata contraria, all doctrines 
that really contradict a scriptural teaching, without all grace. On Rom. 12:7, the Columbus 
Theological Magazine remarks: "St. Paul wants to say, If you think that you are moved by the 
Spirit, and have a message to deliver, examine it carefully before you utter it. See if it is yatd tyv 
avahoyiay ty¢ miotecs. If it is not, it cannot be the Spirit of God who moves you. It must be the 
imaginations and fancies of your own heart, or perhaps even the whisperings of the Evil One. Your 
message cannot be a divine message if it 18 not yata tyv avadoytav tc aiotews, but in contradiction 
to it, as God cannot contradict Himself. Do not utter it lest you are a false teacher and a false prophet, 
and violate the faith. But prophesy only when your prophecy is yaté tyv avadoyiay ty¢ miotews. 


This is our exegesis of Rom. 12, 7." To this exegesis we also have no objection on dogmatic 
grounds. We also believe that every prophecy, and every interpretation of Scripture, and 
every application of a doctrine of Scripture, and every inference from it, which stands in 
contrary or contradictory opposition to the doctrine of justification, or any other clear 
doctrine of Scripture, is false. If Ohio did not go beyond this position, there would be no 
opposition between us and the Ohioans. We are not satisfied, however, that the Ohioans 
will prove to us that the scriptural doctrine of conversion and election to grace is contrary 
to the Ohioan heresies of human conduct and intuitus fidei. This proof, however, the 
Ohioans can give, and have given. But from this contradiction we do not conclude with 
Ohio that the doctrine of Scripture is false, but that the human theories of the Ohioans are 
false. It is the purest fibbing when our opponents present the matter as if Missouri claimed 
the right to lead doctrines contrary to the Lutheran catechism, the Lutheran symbols, the 
doctrine of justification, of common grace, or any other clear doctrine of Scripture. We 
heartily confess the reasoning of the Formula of Concord in its first, as in all its articles. 
Exactly as the Formula of Concord argues, so have we ever argued, and so do we today. 
We teach with the Concordia formula: Flacianism, and every doctrine against which "the 
noblest articles of our Christian faith bear strong and powerful witness," must fall, "with all 
that ye adhere to and infer." (Miller, p. 584, § 48.) We profess ex animo to the Formula of 
Concord, when it declares, on the one hand, that all questions of controversy in the church 
must be judged and decided "according to the guidance of God's word," "secundum verbi 


wo 


Dei praescriptum," "ad normam et analogiam verbi Dei," and that we must keep our faith and 


our doctrines in the same way. 
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doctrines "juxta verbi Dei analogiam." (p. 611, § 8.) We believe with the Concordia 
formula, "that God's word is not false or lying" (p. 667, § 96), and that he who has a 
clear word of God for himself stands on the "united, firm, immovable, and undoubted 
rock of truth" (p. 655, § 42), and that such a word of God is "strong and firm enough" 
to overthrow and refute all "counter-accusations and objections, however acceptable 
and apparent they may be to reason," "upon which also a Christian heart may lean and 
rely securely and firmly." (p. 670, § 106.) We believe with the Concordia formula, "that 
we will not, cannot, nor ought not to be led away from the plain, clear, and distinct 
understanding of the word and testament of Christ" [and of every clear word of 
Scripture] "on strange opinions, otherwise than as they read, but understanding and 
believing them plainly." (P. 667, § 92.) But we also confess the Formula of Concord, 
when, on the other hand, it declares that all doctrines are to be rejected which have 
been "introduced into the Church of God contrary to the Scriptures and the orthodox 
symbols of the ancient and Lutheran Church taken from the Scriptures." (P. 517, 8 3.) 
We also say, "Profitemur publice, nos illa (symbola) amplecti, et rejicimus omnes haereses 


omniaque dogmata, quae CONTRA illorum sententiam unquam in ecclesiam Dei sunt invecta.” 
(I. c.) We fully concur when the Concordia Formula declares, precisely with reference 
to Luther's Catechisms and the other Lutheran symbols, "According to this instruction, 
as reported above, all doctrines are to be addressed, and what is contrary to it, as 
contrary to our unanimous declaration, is to be rejected and condemned." (p. 518, 8 
6.) "Si quid iis (the Lutheran symbols) contrarium esse deprehenditur, id rejiciendum atque 
damnandum est, quippe quod cum unanimi fidei nostrae declaratione pugnet." (1. 6.) We 
confess not merely the affirmativa, but also the negativa of all the Articles, in which the 
Concordia formula rejects the "contraria dogmata," the heresies which are "contrary and 


repugnant" to the truth set forth from Scripture, precisely because they are contraria, 
"repugnant doctrines," which logically annul the teaching of Scripture. (P. 541, § 21.) 
We concur when the Concordia Formula says, "We reject all doctrines which are 
introduced "contrary (contra) to the doctrine of grace." (p.526, § 16.) Further, 
"Accordingly, we reject and condemn all subsequent error as contrary to the direction 
of God's word." (p.524, 8 7. p.548, 8 19.) Further, "Accordingly, with heart and mouth, 
we reject and condemn as false, erroneous, and seductive all error, so as to be 
intemperate, contrary, and opposed to this doctrine which is set forth above, and 
founded in God's Word." (p. 670, § 107.) Further, "Then we condemn all that is contrary 
to the above-established doctrine, founded in God's Word. 
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and contrary to well-founded doctrine, we reject and condemn." (p. 674, § 128.) Finally: 
"These and similar articles in general, and whatever more error is attached to them and 
results from them, we reject and condemn as unjust, false, heretical, contrary to the 
Word of God, the three Symbolisms, the Augsburg Confession and Apology, the 
Schmalkaldic Articles, and Luther's Catechism." (p. 561, § 70.) To all this we 
Missourians heartily profess. We reject as false every doctrine and interpretation of 
Scripture which destroys any clear doctrine of Scripture, much less the doctrine of 
justification and common grace. And if Ohio were really serious about this, if Ohio were 


to profess, not only in word, but in deed, that all dogmata contraria must fall, the 
controversy over the doctrine of conversion and election to grace would soon be at an 
end, since it is evident that the Ohio doctrine of conduct and intuition contradicts the 
clear teachings of Scripture and the Lutheran confession of original sin, of conversion, 
of justification, and of election to grace. But it is precisely the principle of dogmata contraria 


that Ohio tramples underfoot. Yes, not Missouri, but Ohio denies, not of course in words, 
but in deed (and deed speaks louder and more unmistakably than words), that every 
doctrine must fall which disputes the analogy of faith, i.e. against the clear teachings of 
Scripture and the Lutheran Confession. 

Another assertion of our opponents is that: Missouri rejects logical reasoning in 
theology. A consistent Missourian, for example, could not conclude: God loved all men; 
ergo also me. 1) Thus the opponents slander us, because we do not accept their 
conclusions, which are contrary to Scripture and also logically wrong. The fact is, 
however, that Missouri does not accept everything that the opponents call logically 
correct conclusions and necessary inferences. In theology, Missouri rejects all 
conclusions that are not contained in the judgment or judgments from which one 
proceeds, that are not really decided, and that therefore cannot be taken or inferred from 
them. Furthermore, Missouri rejects all conclusions in which it is true that they are 
correctly concluded and 


1) According to D. Loy, Missouri teaches "that the Holy Scriptures never contain statements 
bearing implications that are not explicitly stated, or that they never leave anything to be 
inferred." "We cannot" - D. Loy continues - "for a moment suppose that, upon a closer 
examination, our opponents would maintain this as their abiding conviction. Their practice not 
only in the past, when there was no controversy between us, but also at the present time, apart 
from the particular doctrine in controversy, precludes such a supposition. We presume that not 
one of them would affirm, that when the Bible says that God so loved the world as to give it a 
Savior, there is no certainty that they are included, or that the inference that they too have a Savior 
has no divine foundation." (1. c., p. 141.) 
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But from an antecedent or antecedent propositions that are theologically false or 
uncertain. From errors no truths can be deduced, and from uncertain propositions 
no divinely certain consequences. Since, furthermore, the holy Scriptures are God's 
Word and therefore contain only truths and no errors at all, we also reject all 
conclusions that destroy a clear teaching of Scripture, while at the same time being 
certain that such a conclusion is also logically false: derived from false premises or 
falsely derived from true premises. Finally, since the theologian is to teach as God's 
Word all that he teaches as such, we also reject in theology all conclusions which, 
though they do not go against God's Word, do go beyond it, conclusions which take 
from God's Word something that is not clearly present in it and yet want to be 
regarded as divine truths. God commands: Repent, believe, be converted, keep the 
ten commandments, love God with all your heart, etc. Now if D. Luthardt, Prof. 
Richard, Prof. Schmidt, and many other Lutheran theologians in Europe and 
America draw from this the conclusion: The natural man has the capacity to do one 
or the other or all of the above, Missouri protests and declares this conclusion to be 
false. And this for a twofold reason: 1. because this conclusion overthrows a clear 
doctrine of the Holy Scriptures; 2. because it is logically false, since it deduces 
something from a proposition which does not lie in it at all. The corollary contains a 
moment which is not taken from the antecedent proposition, but from the brain of 


him who draws the conclusion. From a debitum or praeceptum even the sharpest and 
most strenuous logical reasoning is no more able to hatch a posse than from a posse 
an esse or from an esse a necesse esse. 1) And when the Ohioans conclude: If a man 


is lost, it is his own fault; ergo, conversion and blessedness depend in part on the 
conduct of the 


1) In the Proceedings of the Northern District of 1877 on the "Analogy of Faith" we read p. 
42: "When in the Holy Scriptures man is commanded to be converted, as: ‘Convert from all your 
transgressions’; 'Make you a new heart and a new spirit’ (Ezek. (Ezek. 18:30, 31), many conclude 
that it is a man's free choice whether he shall be converted and saved or not; for God requires it 
of him, and therefore he must have the ability to do it. Such an interpretation is contrary to the 
analogy of faith. The apostle Paul says expressly that the natural man is dead in sins (Col. 2:13). 
- But as little as a man who is dead in body can do anything in body, so little can a man who is 
dead in spirit do anything in spirit. The passages which call for good do not prove that man can 
do good, and that it is in his will to decide in favor of good, but only indicate man's obligation. If 
| have a debt, | have the right to demand it, and the other has the duty to pay it; but whether he 
has the ability to do so is another question. By such demands, therefore, God reveals his right 
and man's debt." 
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human beings, - so we also reject this conclusion as false, theologically as well as logically 
false. Theologically false, because it annuls the clear teaching of Scripture concerning sola 


gratia. Logically false, because here also the consequence does not lie in the sentence from 
which it is ostensibly taken. The consequence is not logically derived from the antecedent 
proposition, but is sophistically foisted upon it. The proposition that man alone is to blame 
when he is lost does not contain, and from it therefore does not follow for all eternity, the 
proposition that conversion and salvation depend in part on man's conduct. These two 
propositions may well be strung together and mechanically connected with "therefore," but 
the logical bond of reason and consequence is missing, and no Ohioan sophistry can replace 
it. If the Ohioan conclusion were logically correct, one could also conclude with the same 
right: God alone is the cause of conversion and blessedness; ergo, impenitence and 


damnation depend in part on God. Or: The devil is the cause of evil; therefore, good depends 
in part on the devil's conduct. When Ohio further concludes: God justifies man in virtue of 
faith; ergo, he has chosen man also in virtue of faith, - we again declare: This is a false 
conclusion, for it contradicts the clear teaching of Scripture, and it infers something from the 
supersentence which does not lie in it, since justifying and choosing are different terms. Here, 
too, it is not a question of real reasoning and logical connection, but of a mechanical stringing 
together. Here even the dialectical semblance that distinguishes the fallacies of the old 
sophists and the papists is lacking. As if logical reasoning consisted in placing two 
propositions side by side and mechanically connecting them with "ergo"! Yes, even the 
Ohioans did not gain their heresies by deep and sharp thinking, but by superficial and false 
thinking and reasoning. As in interpreting Scripture, so in reasoning the Ohioans confuse two 
things that must not be confused: interpretation and inference. They confuse logic with 
sophistry, and logical reasoning with unworthy sleight of hand. No, it is not correct and 
scriptural thinking and logically necessary reasoning that we criticize in Ohioans and lowans, 
but scripturally incorrect thinking and unreasonable reasoning. Where the opponents really 
think and really conclude, we are always glad to honor them, - but to the sophistries with 
which they destroy divine truth and trample on logic, always "the knife of criticism"! And if the 
opponents from this fact, that we reject the scripturally contrary fallacies of the Ohioans, again 
genuinely ohiosch conclude and infer: Missouri rejects all reasoning and inference in 
theology, this too is a sophism of which scarcely the least of the sophists should boast. False 
inferences, especially logically false inferences, are what make our opponents false teachers 
and, in many cases, slanderers. And such conclusions reject 
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we do, however. But Missouri does not reject conclusions that are scriptural and logically 
correct and necessary. On the contrary, we recognize all conclusions that really lie in 
and are contained in a scriptural truth and are really taken from it and not merely 
apparently and ostensibly. No heresies follow from a truth, and no truths from an error. 
And as we reject every false doctrine "with all that adheres to it and follows from it" 
(Muller, p. 584, § 48), so we also accept all that really lies in a divine truth and is taken 
from it. If Scripture establishes a truth, Missouri supposes all inferences which are directly 
contained in it, and are directly derived from it by logical conversio of judgment, or by 
contrapositio, or aequipollentia, or oppositio (contradictoria and contraria), or also by 


subalternatio. And if in indirect inferences the premises established are true, Missouri also 
assumes in every case the inference which lies in these premises and is logically 
correctly deduced from the same. In theology, too, if the premises are correct, we admit 
all the conclusions of all four figures together with all their valid modes. And we do not 
forbid such reasoning even to our opponents. It is vain old Vettelian talk when D. Loy 
makes his Ohioans believe that Missouri rejects logical reasoning and inference and 
resists even the recognition of the logical laws and norms of thought. 1) It is a fact that 
Missouri accepts all consequences of which it can be proved that they are really 
contained in a scriptural truth. In this we are at the same time certain of two things: 1. 
That by such reasoning in no case can a new doctrine be gained which would go beyond 
what clear Scripture teaches; 2. That by such reasoning in no case is a doctrine of 
Scripture destroyed. Logical reasoning, which by its nature is limited to inferring only that 
which lies in a truth of Scripture, may indeed apply this truth, and particularly emphasize 
individual portions of it, but it cannot lead beyond the truth itself to new truths. He who 
concludes from the sentence, "God loved all men," "God loved the negroes also," or, 
"God loved the children also," or, "God loved me also," has not, by any or every one of 
the consequences mentioned, found a new truth. 


1) D. Loy writes: "However much in the interest of their new departure they (Missouri) may 
protest against what is shown to be necessary implications of their allegations, and denounce as 
rationalism the drawing of legitimate inferences from them, they cannot close their eyes to the 
fact that other people will not cease on that account to think, or be led, merely on their authority, 
to admit their claims without examination. They themselves cannot refrain from looking into the 


import of propositions and appealing to the same laws of thought which other people recognize." 
(1.c., p. 138.) 
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He only applied the doctrine of Scripture and emphasized one or the other part of it. 
And if from the sentence, "In Christ dwelleth all the fullness of the Godhead bodily," 
one concludes, "Christ is omniscient, omnipresent, omnipotent," etc., these are also 
not extensions, but only explanatory conclusions, conclusions which only reproduce in 
a different form what the clear word of Scripture contains. But if any one wished to 
infer, "God commanded Abraham to slay his son; so also me," or, "God gave power to 
the apostles to perform miracles; so to all Christians," or even, "The first Christians 
celebrated Sunday; so Sunday is commanded by God," or: "The Jews in the Old 
Testament were obliged to celebrate the seventh day; therefore also the Christians in 
the New Testament,"-these are not explanatory inferences, but noisy false extensional 
inferences, noisy generalizations, which go far beyond the contents of the truth from 
which they are ostensibly inferred. 1) As, then, a correct logical consequence from a 
truth of Scripture never leads beyond that truth to new doctrines, so it never cancels a 
truth of Scripture. If a conclusion drawn by us contradicts a clear doctrine of Scripture, 
then either the proposition from which we have drawn the consequence is not a 
Scriptural truth at all, or else we have regarded something as a consequence which 
does not lie in Scriptural truth at all, and therefore has not been deduced from it, but 
has been taken from elsewhere and inserted into it. There are no contradictions in 
Scripture, especially not in the doctrines of faith, for Scripture is the Word of God. But 
if the doctrines of Scripture do not contradict each other, neither can the consequences 
contradict each other, which really lie in these doctrines and are really taken from them. 
In the Synodal Report of the Northern District of 1877 it says: "1 John 2:21. is written: 
‘| have not written unto you, as though ye knew not the truth: but ye know it, and know 
that no lie cometh of the truth.’ Here God Himself says: It is impossible that the 
conclusion rightly drawn from a certain truth should be false." (S. 19.) 

But this leads us to a point which we wish to emphasize. Our opponents claim 
that Missouri teaches contradictions; that, according to Missouri, the Scriptures contain 
contradictions in doctrines, and that the Christian must believe contradictory doctrines. 
But even these and similar in 


1) That a consequence must not contain anything that is not in the premises is also admitted 
by D. Loy admits, when he writes: "Apparently in this spirit (that the Missourians regarded us as 
incompetent to exercise the rights, if there are any, that may yet be accorded to human reason, 
etc.) were the commonplace in structions given us in logic and hermeneutics to the effect, thar 
a conclusion is not valid when it is not contained in the premises, and that an interpretation is 
not legitimate when the analogy is drawn from a false doctrine assumed to be taught in another 
passage." (I. c., p. 137.) 
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fmuations are vain calumnies. In this matter, too, Missouri teaches the exact opposite 
of what the opponents charge us with. We hold that the Scriptures in all their parts are 
inspired by the Holy Spirit and are therefore without all errors and contradictions. 
According to Missouri, there are no real contradictions in Scripture at all, not even in 
secondary matters, let alone in the doctrines of faith. We believe all the doctrines of 
Scripture, and of no doctrine of Scripture do we believe that it contradicts any other 
doctrine of Scripture, or that it is logically overruled by any other doctrine of Scripture. 
God cannot lie, cannot contradict Himself. Since the Bible is God's Word, every doctrine 
that necessarily follows from any clear passage of Scripture, according to text and 
context, is necessarily true. And in the whole Bible there is not, and cannot be, a single 
passage whose real meaning is really contrary to the doctrine which a clear passage of 
Scripture compels. Nor has any one yet risen up who has proved a real contradiction in 
the teachings of Scripture, though thousands have tried to do so. We do not fear, when 
we approach the Scriptures, that we may meet with contradictions. To us it is a foregone 
conclusion that this is impossible, because the Bible is the Word of God. We therefore 
have no hesitation in rejecting, as already stated above, every doctrine and every 
interpretation of Scripture which contradicts the doctrine of justification or any other 
doctrine of Scripture. If any clear passage of Scripture, according to text and context, 
enforces a certain meaning, we know a priori that, even on logical grounds, nothing can 
be done to improve, change, or alter it. As it reads, it stands, and violates no other 
doctrine of Scripture. And he who maintains that even such a doctrine as is enforced by 
the clear text may be false and contradict a clear doctrine of Scripture, and must 
therefore first be subjected to the higher standard of "harmony" and tested for its validity, 
thus abandons the infallibility of Scripture. Only on the supposition that there may be 
contradictions even among the doctrines which necessarily arise from the clear 
passages of Scripture, is there room for an extra-biblical standard of faith, such as our 
opponents advocate. But we reject this extra-biblical analogy precisely because we 
reject its presupposition and hold that there can be no contradictions at all among the 
doctrines of Scripture. It is not Missouri, but Missouri's opponents, who teach that even 
the perfectly clear passages of Scripture concerning the election of grace, which, 
according to text and context, compel a very definite meaning, must be reinterpreted in 
order to avoid contradictions. Not we, but the Ohioans, proceed from the assumption 
that contradictions may also occur in the doctrines which the text and context of the 
striking passages of Scripture force upon us, an assumption which we declare to be a 
slander on the sacred Scriptures. In Scripture we do indeed come across secret 
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The Bible teaches and Missouri believes no contradictions, not even in the mysterious 
doctrines of God, of the Incarnation, of the Lord's Supper, or of conversion and election 
by grace. The Bible teaches and Missouri believes no contradictions at all, not even in 
the mysterious doctrines of God, of the Incarnation, of the Lord's Supper, or of 
conversion and election by grace. We also know that God has so made the mind of 
man that it cannot believe real contradictions at the same time. Of one and the same 
thing in one and the same relation, one and the same man cannot at the same time 
believe and disbelieve one and the same thing. He who demands of any man that he 
should do so is mocking him. Man's thinking cannot and ought not to escape the formal 
laws of thought. It is a shameful calumny to say that Missouri teaches that God 
presents us with contradictory doctrines in Scripture, and that the Christian must 
believe real contradictions. And if any one say, But how, if the sense of a passage of 
Scripture, which text and context enforce, yet contradicts another passage and clear 
doctrine of Scripture? even then we do not answer: Yes, in that case one must believe 
contradictions, 1) but we declare: This is an ungodly assumption, which presupposes 
that the Bible is a book of lies. This is an assumption which holds that it is possible for 
Paul to teach something explicitly which Peter denies just as emphatically. This 
assumption makes the impossible possible, namely, that the Bible affirms one and the 
same question in one place and denies it in another. This thought: "Yes, but if there 
are passages in the Bible which logically cancel each other out," does not come from 
God, but from the devil. A Christian must not for a moment give room to such a thought, 
much less make it the basis of his doctrine of analogia fidei. If a Christian admits this 
thought, he forsakes the infallibility of Scripture, and exalts his reason as the judge of 
God and his word. The thought: But how, if one clear passage of Scripture contradicts 
another equally clear passage? is on the same line with the idea: How, if God lies and 
says yes and no at the same time, must we believe him in such a case? Missouri simply 
rejects such blasphemies. 


1) In the Columbus Theological Magazine, P. Hein presents the matter as if Missouri 
identified the nouns "mysteries" and "contradictions" and the verba "seem to contradict" and "really 
contradict" and, of course, draws his conclusions against Missouri from this false assumption. (p. 


67.) The whole article rests on the supposition that, according to Missouri, contradictions must be 
believed, and that the doctrines of common grace and partial election to faith are gross 
contradictions, contradictoriae voluntates in Deo. According to Father Hein, then, Missouri also 


answers the above question, "But how, if the doctrines of the sedes doctrinae contradict each 
other?" thus, "if our human reason cannot harmonize it, and finds a CONTRADICTION, we must 


simply stop to reason and submit to the Word of God." 
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Nor does the doctrine of election by grace, which Missouri presents according to 
Scripture, contradict the doctrine of common grace. Our opponents, of course, 
formulate propositions that contradict each other and then claim that this is the doctrine 
of the Missourians. According to the iowaschen "Kirchen-Blatt," Missouri teaches: God 
wants all men to be helped, and God wants only some to be helped. This, however, is 
a contradiction, for the second proposition logically cancels the first. But lowa made up 
the second sentence out of thin air. It is a lie when the "church paper" claims: "Missouri 
teaches that God wants only some to be helped. This is a doctrine we have never held 
and do not hold today, but rather reject as Calvinism. Missouri does teach a particular 
election of grace, but not a particular will of grace, but a general will of grace. And will 
to grace and election to grace we do not identify, as Ohio does. It is not the same thing 
which, according to Missouri, goes over all and which does not go over all. The will to 
grace passes over all, and something else, the election of grace, passes over a few. 
The will to grace, according to Missouri, is different from the election of grace. We 
protest against it, and have ever protested against it, when Ohioans and lowaites 
declare the will to grace and the election of grace to be one and the same thing. Will to 
grace and election of grace, according to Missouri, are not two different words for one 
and the same thing, but two different terms, different things. Will to grace and election 
to grace are neither identical nor equipollent terms according to Scripture, confession, 
and Missouri doctrine. One can never substitute the other for the one term without 
having changed the object itself. But if the Missourian propositions are quite different 
things and concepts, there is no contradiction between the general positive judgment, 
"God wills that all men be saved," and the particular negative judgment, "God has not 
chosen all men to faith, but only some." What a forehead, then, it takes for lowa to put 
the above contradictory contradiction in our mouths! Or does the lowa paper really 
believe that the conclusion is correct: Ohio and lowa teach that will to grace and election 
to grace are identical terms; ergo, Missouri, with its doctrine of universal grace and 
particulate election to faith, asserts, God wills that all men be helped, and that not all be 
helped? A real contradiction between the Missouri doctrines of common grace and 
particular election only comes out when the opponents falsify our propositions and turn 
them into their opposite. As far as the logical laws of contradiction are concerned, we 
do not demand any exceptional position for our propositions. We do not shrink from 
either a theological or a logical examination of our position. What we fear is not the logic 
of our opponents, but the lie. 
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The following are in actual contradiction to each other, according to logic: 1. the 
generally positive judgment (a) to the generally negative judgment (e) and to the 
particular negative judgment (0); 2. the generally negative judgment (e) to the generally 
positive judgment (a) and to the particular positive judgment (i). Of course, this applies 
only to judgments in which the subject and predicate terms are factually identical. Now 
the Missourian propositions, which, according to Ohio and lowa, should logically cancel 
each other out, are thus: 1. God wills that all men be helped; 2. God has chosen only 
some men to faith and salvation. - The first proposition is a general positive judgment, 
the second is particular, and states not only that God has chosen some, but also that he 
has not chosen many. Missouri teaches, then, that God wills that all men be helped, and 
that God has chosen only some men: God has chosen only some men - that is, many 
men not - to faith and blessedness. A real contradiction would now exist, if Missouri were 
to place by the side of the generally positive judgment, "God wills that all men be helped," 
the generally negative judgment, "God wills that no man be helped," or the particular 
negative judgment, "God wills that some men be not helped." But both propositions, the 
general negative and the particular negative judgment, Missouri rejects. And as often as 
lowa and Ohio write out into the world: Missouri teaches that God does not want some 
people to be helped, Missouri often declares and will declare: This is a shameless lie. A 
real contradiction, moreover, would exist if Missouri were to place beside his second 
sentence, "God has chosen only some to faith and blessedness," or, "God has not 
chosen many to faith and blessedness," the generally positive judgment, "God has 
chosen all men to faith and blessedness," or the generally negative judgment, "God has 
not chosen any man to faith and blessedness." But even these two judgments, which 
form a real contradiction, Missouri rejects as false. So there can be no question at all of 
a logical contradiction between the two propositions which Missouri, following the 
Scriptures, sets up, of universal grace and particular election. And if our opponents 
nevertheless insist on it and stick to it: These are contradictions, this does not testify to 
sagacity and logical insight, but to great ignorance and fanaticism, which seeks by force, 
by mere loud and repeated shouting, to force a contradiction upon the opponent. But 
opponents speak there: lowa and Ohio, however, identificiren will of grace and choice of 
grace, and then a real contradiction comes out between the missourian propositions. 
lowa can then substitute for the Missourian sentence: "God has chosen only some men 
to faith and salvation": "God wills that only some and not all men be saved." This would 
be correct if Missouri also declared: "The will of grace and the election of grace are one 
and the same. But this, as we have already seen 
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have shown above, Missouri has not. The opponents have brought a contradiction out 
of Missouri's propositions, not by the art of reasoning on which they insist, but by all 
kinds of falsification and distortion. 1) But how does the doctrine of particulate election 
to faith and blessedness agree with the scriptural doctrine of grace, justification, and 
conversion? So ask our opponents. And D. Loy asserts that a consistent Missourian 
must abandon all these doctrines. But in reality the case is just the reverse. The 
Scriptures clearly teach that the Christian owes everything to grace: the beginning, the 
means, and the end of his conversion and blessedness. Scripture clearly teaches that 
man does not contribute in the least to his conversion, justification, and blessedness. 
Sola gratia is the keynote of all Scripture and of all Christianity. And this doctrine and all 
that is connected with it is most powerfully and gloriously confirmed and affirmed by the 
doctrine of election to faith and salvation. Here is all glorious and perfect harmony. 
There is no difficulty here at all. Everything here is as light and bright as the noonday 
sun. Our confession rightly says of the election of grace: "It confirms most powerfully 
(egregiously) the article that we are justified and saved without all our works and merits, 
purely by grace, for Christ's sake alone. For before the time of the world, before we 
were, even before the foundation of the world was laid, when we could do no good, we 
are saved by grace in Christ, according to God's providence, Rom. 9, 2 Tim. 1. All 
opiniones and erroneous doctrines of the powers of our natural will are also thereby put 
down, because God in his counsel before the time of the world considered and ordained 
that he himself should create and work in us all things that pertain to our conversion, 
by the power of his Holy Spirit through the Word." (Concordia. Miller, p. 713, § 43.) 
With the doctrine of sola gratia stands the doctrine of election to faith in most beautiful 
and perfect harmony. Yes, even to this the opponents lie, when they say: According to 
Missouri, the Christian doctrines are nothing but pieces, which stand in no connection 
at all. The doctrine of election rhymes most gloriously with the scriptural doctrine of 
grace. On the other hand, the intuitu fidei theory of the Ohioans stands in the most abrupt 


contradiction to the sola 


1) The Ohioans decree contradictions where there are no contradictions. They do it like 
Oekolampad, of whom Luther writes: "This deceived the good man Oekolampad, that Scripture, 
being contrary to each other, must of course be reconciled, and one part take an understanding 
which suffers itself with the others; because that is certain that Scripture may not be at variance with 
itself. But he did not notice and consider that he was the man to pretend and prove such 
disagreement of Scripture; but he accepted it and carried it forward as if it were certain and already 
referred. There it falls and lacks." ("L. u. W." 49, p. 327.) 
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gratia, as "Lehre und Wehre" has so often proved. We therefore reject this theory not only 
because it directly contradicts Scripture, but precisely because it more consistently 


overturns the great truth of sola gratia, the essence of all Christianity. But if any one asks 
how the two propositions, "God wills that all men be saved," and "God hath chosen only 
some to faith and salvation," can be rhymed and brought into reason-satisfying harmony 
with each other, we answer: Neither of these two doctrines contradicts the other, and even 
from the point of view of election we need precisely the doctrine of the universality of 
grace, and cannot do without it, for only by means of the doctrine of universal grace does 
the Christian become certain of his election. But as to rhyming, both doctrines are found 
in the Scriptures, and God has commanded us to believe and preach both doctrines; but 
nowhere has God commanded us to rhyme and teach them reasonably. If, therefore, here 
on earth we cannot bring these two doctrines into complete harmony, we are unable to 
see how both facts, universal grace and particular election, are harmoniously united 
in God, and therefore both can rightly be pronounced by God, and if, in spite of all our 
research in Scripture, the relation between universal grace and particular election remains 
obscure to us, we are content with what Scripture teaches, and wait patiently until it 
pleases God to give us in eternal life the information which he has denied us here on 
earth. The Concordia Formula writes of Christ's ascension into hell: "But how these things 
came to pass we shall save until the other world, when not only this, but also other things 
will be revealed to us, which we have here simple faith in, and cannot understand with 
our blind reason." (p. 551, § 4.) We apply this also to the election of grace. But that 
rhyming which puts reason in the place of God, wants to replace God's revelation by 
human speculation and reasoning, and wants to go beyond Scripture without God's Word, 
and thereby runs counter to God's Word, we leave undone; indeed, we reject as an 
undertaking as mad as it is godless. The Concordia Formula aptly writes: "But a distinction 
must be made with special diligence between that which is expressly revealed in God's 
Word (of election) and that which is not revealed. Then over and above that which has 
hitherto been spoken of, which has been revealed in Christ, God has kept secret and 
concealed much of this mystery, reserving it for his wisdom and knowledge alone, which 
we are not to inquire into, nor are we to follow, conclude, or ponder our thoughts in this 
matter, but are to keep to the revealed word. Which remembrance is most needful. Then 
our folly is always much more concerned with this than with that which God has revealed 
to us in his word. 
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because we cannot rhyme it together, which we are not commanded to do." (I. c., p. 715, 
§ 52. 53. See also the following paragraphs of the Concordia formula.) From the fact that 
we men here on earth cannot rhyme the two propositions of common grace and particular 
election with each other, we do not draw the false conclusion with Ohio, that they are in 
contradiction to each other, and that even God is not able to give an explanation here. 
We are not dealing here with a logical contradiction, but with a mystery, and indeed with 
a mystery whose solution has been attempted by many, but which, as church history 
teaches, no one has yet succeeded in solving, nor will anyone succeed in the future on 
earth. For the simple reason that the Scriptures do not solve this mystery, and that beyond 
the Scriptures there is no theological knowledge here on earth. For the simple reason 
that, in order to unravel this mystery, we need new facts which are given to us neither in 
Scripture nor elsewhere. Apart from Scripture there is no source of spiritual knowledge. 
What the Scriptures deny us, no reason, not even the most pious and perspicacious, can 
replace. In addition to this, Christian experience, which is often, but wrongly, called the 
source of theology, confirms the sola gratia, but never and never the theories of the 
Ohioans. Out of theological mysteries, therefore, the theologian should not and must not 
make philosophical problems, the reasonable solution of which would be the special task 
of theology. Modern theologians, of course, judge differently. 1) But it is the saddest 
aberration imaginable, and the saddest professional misjudgment, when theologians see 
their task in treating the divine mysteries as problems, and in trying to solve with reason 
what God has left hidden in Scripture. Modern scientific theology, which seeks to solve 
problems and yet has no facts on which to base it, violates not only Scripture but also 
reason, and is essentially neither theology nor science, but foolish sophistry. Missouri 
rejects this way of theologizing, adheres strictly to what Scripture teaches, and refrains 
from rhyming what God has left unrhymed in His Word. We are not ashamed to confess, 
even in the article of election by grace, as so often in Christian doctrines: Ignoramus. 
Where Scripture fails us, we ought not and will not go a step further on our own account, 
nor ponder beyond Scripture. A true theologian does not want to know more here on earth 
than God has given him in his word. 


1) The "Old Faith" of June 17 pretty much got it right when it declared, in reference to the 
Missourian position on Scripture, "We are convinced that no theologian of note can be found in 
Germany who would side with the Missourians." 
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Yes, Scripture teaches and Missouri believes no contradictions at all. But Scripture 
teaches and Missouri believes mysteries: Propositions which we cannot rhyme with our 
reason, or bring into complete connection and harmony. Such propositions arise in the 
natural as well as in the spiritual sphere wherever our cognition is piecemeal and we 
lack the knowledge of the whole and of the inner connection of all or some parts. Then 
propositions arise that we cannot convey, cannot convey as long as we lack the facts 
and truths necessary for them. But such propositions do not form contradictions, for they 
do not deny and affirm the same thing. In Scripture, too, there are such propositions 
which do not contradict each other, but which we cannot rhyme and bring into complete 
harmony either. Scripture does not offer absolutely all theological truths, but only 


fragments of them. And the knowledge which we draw from the Bible is piecemeal. Ey 
Leépovs yop yiv@oyouey, ya} iy wépovs mpogntevouev. 1 Cor. 13, 9. If in the 

If, in accordance with the theology of the Holy Scriptures, we establish the propositions: 
"Another person is the Father, another the Son, another the Holy Spirit; the Father is 
God, the Son is God, the Holy Spirit is God; and yet there are not three Gods, but there 
is One God," or: "Christ has a true human nature, and yet is omnipresent according to 
his human nature; even in the state of humiliation Christ, as man, was in possession of 
divine omniscience, and yet he did not know the day and hour of the last judgment," 
etc., then these are all true propositions, and no contradictions, which logically cancel 
each other out, - these are all true propositions, and no contradictions, no judgments, 
which logically cancel each other out. But we cannot rhyme these and many other 
sentences sensibly and convey them completely. If one is dealing with a contradiction, 
one must delete one or the other or both sides of it. Here, however, nothing is to be 
deleted and nothing is to be corrected or changed in any way, but both sides of the 
mystery are to be firmly believed as divine truths, and the mediation of them is to be left 
to God. Whoever changes or deletes here, offends against God's word. And he who 
speaks here of contradictions blasohemes God, nor knows wherein the essence of a 
contradiction consists. Among these mysteries, which we do not declare to be 
contradictions, but let stand, and believe upon the word of Scripture, are the sentences, 
"God wills that all men be saved," and, "God hath chosen but few to faith and salvation." 


Yes, we Missourians believe mysteries, and not a few of them. We do not speak pro 


forma of the mystery of the Trinity, the Incarnation, etc. And we also know and rejoice 
with all our hearts that we are not alone in this. All Christendom on earth confesses with 
us that there are mysteries which we cannot rhyme and yet believe. Blessed are those 
who, concerning the mysteries of Christianity, do not see, do not understand, do not 
see, and yet believe. The Christian takes his reason captive 
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under the clear beliefs of Scripture, even if he cannot communicate the same. And 
he who believes no mysteries at all is no Christian. Ohioans also believe propositions 
which they cannot rhyme. It would be sad for Ohio if there were no more people there 
who did the very things they condemn in Missourians. Ohio is much better than his 
theory: Ohio is not consequent. And that is a great fortune. If Ohio ridicules and mocks 
Missouri for holding to propositions in the doctrine of election by grace which we 
cannot rhyme and convey, Ohio ridicules and mocks itself. From our position in the 
doctrine of election by grace, even from their point of view, the opponents cannot 
consistently reproach us until they have thrown the doctrines of the Trinity, of the 
Incarnation, of Redemption, of the Atonement, of the Lord's Supper, and all the 
Christian mysteries, overboard with the stump. In the doctrine of conversion and 
election of grace, we Missourians hold it exactly as the Ohioans and lowaans and all 
Christendom hold it in the doctrines of the Trinity, of the Incarnation, and other 
Christian mysteries. What the Scriptures say of common grace and particular 
election, we believe, and do not rhyme. 

But our opponents are not satisfied with that. They are inconsistent. In the other 
Christian mysteries they leave the mystery and do not speak of contradictions. But in 
their treatment of the doctrine of conversion and election by grace, they are infected 
by the "scientific" spirit of modern theology. Here they also want to rhyme and 
harmonize what God has left unrhymed in Scripture. They declare the clear teachings 
of Scripture concerning universal grace and the particular choice of faith to be 
contradictions. Here also they confound contradictions and mysteries. And here, too, 
they resolve the pretended contradiction in such a way as to delete one side of the 
divine mystery. Yes, Ohioans also rhyme and convey divine mysteries by the deletion 
method. They strike out the clear teaching of Scripture of sola gratia and election to 
faith. The Ohioans do it just like the Calvinists, who also declare: Universal grace and 
particulate election logically cancel each other out; therefore one of the two 
propositions must fall. The Calvinists do not differ from the Ohioans in theological 
principle and theological method, but only in that they decide for the deletion of the 
other side of the mystery. 1) And as the Ohioans and Calvinists do, so do all, and 
ever have done, who hold mysteries of faith to be problems to be solved. The 


1) What thoughtlessness when the June 17 Old Faith writes: "Their (the Missourians’) 
leaning toward the legalistic spirit of Calvinism makes itself felt even in this piece (of the faith 
analogy)." 


362 What does Missouri not teach from the analogy of faith? 


They declare the mystery to be a contradiction that can only be removed by deleting one or 
the other side of it. The Unitarians thus delete all the statements of Scripture concerning the 
trinity of the divine Persons, in order to bring them into "harmony" with the statements 
concerning the unity of God. The Tritheists, conversely, strike out all the passages of the unity 
of the divine essence, in order to make them rhyme with the passages of the trinity of the 
persons. The Nestorians delete the unity of the person of Christ in order to save the duality of 
his natures; and the Eutychians, conversely, delete the duality of natures in order to preserve 
the unity of the person. The Reformirten strike out all statements of Scripture in which divine 
attributes are ascribed to Christ according to His human nature, in order to "mediate" them 
with the statements which emphasize the truthfulness of the human nature. (See Concordia 
Formula, Muller, p. 543, 8 33. 34. p. 673, 8 120.) In method and principle the Ohioans, 
lowaans, Calvinists, Unitarians, Reformirts, and all who wish to solve problems in theology, 
are of one mind: they strike out one side or the other of the divine mystery. The Ohioans insist 
on reason, logic and laws of thought and thereby decree contradictions where there are no 
contradictions at all. Mysteries, which we cannot rhyme here on earth, and contradictions, 
which logically cancel each other out, are thrown together by our opponents, and both are 
lumped together. Not the Scriptures, nor common sense, but unreason and sophism lead the 
Ohioans into the field against Missouri. 

How unreasonable such a procedure is, and how illogical such reasoning and rhyming 
is, as the Ohioans are guilty of, is also shown by daily experience and the practice of all true 
sciences. How often does it happen in ordinary life that we cannot rhyme two statements of a 
man for lack of insight and knowledge, and yet it does not occur to us to find a contradiction 
or a lie. And woe to science, which, as often as it encounters difficulties, wants to proceed 
according to Ohioan principles and harmonize by deleting! There would be few facts left if the 
sciences wanted to delete everything that they could not completely rhyme. Philosophy and 
the sciences do not identify problems and contradictions, and only great philosophers have 
advocated the use of the method of deletion to solve problems or mysteries. In the case of 
real contradictions, however, at least one or the other side must fall. In the case of problems, 
however, even philosophy and science leave both facts that seem to contradict each other. 
Philosophy and science, for example, have not yet succeeded in reconciling spiritual 
phenomena with mechanical and material ones, and in uniting the two in a way that satisfies 
reason. But so great have been few that, in the interest of "harmony" here, they have either 
the spiritual or the mecha- 
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and material phenomena. He was a man, and he was a man, and he was a man, and 
he was a man, and he was a man, and he was a man, and he was a man, and he was a 
man, and he was a man, and he was a man, and he was a man, and he was a man, and 
he was a man, and he was a man, and he was a man, and he was a man. From the fact 
that we are not yet able to rhyme two facts, only a fool concludes that there is a real 
contradiction. Physics states the propositions: "All bodies are attracted to the earth," and: 
"Many bodies, e. g. gases, move away from the center of the earth." How do the two 
propositions agree with each other? The first seems to cancel the second and the second 
seems to cancel the first. If all bodies are attracted to the earth, how can a number of 
them move away from the centre of the earth? Now if a physicist, in order to rhyme these 
propositions, wanted to use Ohio's method, he would have to explain: These two 
propositions cannot be rhymed, so there is a contradiction which must be removed. And 
this can only be done by deleting one or the other sentence. So the sentence is false: 
Some bodies move away from the earth. The question why the other proposition is not 
deleted answers the prejudice. If a "Calvinistic" physicist should come across the same 
propositions, he would argue and declare in exactly the same way as the Ohioan: The 
propositions of the generality of attraction and the particularity of the motion away from 
the earth do not agree with each other. One of the two propositions must fall. But since 
it is obvious that many bodies do move away from the earth, the proposition of the 
general attraction of all bodies is false. But a physicist with an ounce of logic in his head 
would judge quite differently. He would look closely at the propositions and then explain 
them: Without other facts and knowledge, of course, one cannot bring these two 
propositions into satisfactory harmony. But there is no real contradiction, neither 
contradictory nor contrary. If physics were to set aside the proposition, "All bodies are 
attracted to the earth," and say, "No body at all is attracted to the earth,” this would be a 
contradiction of which one or the other or even both sides would have to fall. A real 
contradiction would likewise exist if physics once taught: "All bodies are attracted by the 
earth," and then: "Some bodies are not attracted by the earth." Here, too, one or the 
other proposition would have to fall. The "Ohioan" physicist, of course, seems to believe 
that the second proposition in physics is, "Some bodies are not attracted by the earth," 
and the "Iowan" physicist even, without any compunction, sets up this proposition for the 
original one as the doctrine of physics. But this is not the sentence. It is not, "Some 
bodies are not attracted by the earth," but, "Some bodies move away from the earth." 
The "iowash" version is not a factual rendering, but a falsification of the thought of 
physics. Only then 
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the "iowasche" rendering would be logically justified, if physics identifies the terms "not 
being attracted by the earth" and "moving away from the earth". But this is not the case. 
To physics, the terms mentioned are neither identical nor equipollent, but factually and 
conceptually different. There can be no question of a logical contradiction between the 
two propositions of physics. Both propositions can be true, even if we should never 
succeed in communicating them. How they harmonize cannot be inferred from the two 
propositions themselves. For this, knowledge of other facts is necessary, which can 
provide information about this. Physics has long since solved the above apparent 
contradiction, not, of course, by Ohioan or Calvinistic deletion, not by "interpretation" 
or correction of the particular proposition according to the analogy of the general or of 
the general according to the analogy of the particular, but by reference to the different 
specific weights of different bodies. 1) - A reasonable physicist would answer in this or 
a similar way. It is exactly the same with the two theological propositions of general 
grace and particular election. Only that we must state here that the fact or truth which 
harmoniously conveys both propositions is lacking and will also be lacking here on 
earth in the future. Theologians are bound to the Bible, and cannot and ought not to go 
beyond it. But whoever concludes from the fact that there is no such mediating truth in 
the Bible, that there is no such truth at all, and that God in eternal life cannot give us 
any information about this mystery, is again wrong. 

We Missourians believe John 3:16. and Eph. 1, and leave both passages in their 
dignities. We do not destroy the first by the second, nor the second by the first, and 
wait calmly till God rhymes in eternal life what he has left unmediated in the Bible. We 
say with Paulo: ‘Apt yivopyo Ix pépove, tote de Imyvaooua yaxos yai Ineyvoo"yy.' (1 Cor. 
13:12.) We believe no contradictions at all, but all the mysteries presented in Scripture. 
And though we know quite well that here on earth we cannot rhyme these mysteries 
with our reason, yet we are able to prove that even in these mysteries there are no 
actual contradictions, and that only falsification and sophistry can here constatir a 
contradiction. Yes, we can prove to the enemies of Scripture, who burden Scripture 
with contradictions, that they are acting unreasonably and absurdly. The doctrines of 
Scripture we cannot draw from reason, or 

1) Another example is the much discussed and as yet unsolved question of the relation of the 


fact that radium radiates light and heat for months and yet does not lose its power, to the general 
law of the conservation of power. 


Ecclesiastical - Contemporary. 365 


prove or make plausible by reason, but to the heretics we can furnish proof from 
reason that they act unreasonably and illogically when they confound mysteries and 
contradictions, and reject clear doctrines of Scripture as contradictions. Ohioans, too, 
in so far as they allow their reason to have its say in theology, are irrationalists. They 
take their weapons against Missouri neither from Scripture nor from reason, but from 
unreason. They cry, "Logic! Laws of thought!" and trample all logic under foot. Out of 
the Ohioans speaks not Scripture, but reason, but not sound reason, but sophistical 
and maddened reason, which cares neither for God's Word nor for the laws of 
thought. The Ohioans' fight against Miffouri is based neither on a word of God nor on 
truly rational thinking, but on the sophism: what the Ohioans cannot now rhyme here 
on earth with their reason, that contradicts itself and is false. As if the brain of an 
Ohioan were the measure of theological truth, and everything that does not want to 
go there, contradictions! F.B. 
(Conclusion follows.) 


Ecclesiastical contemporary history. 


l. America. 


The so-called second doctrinal trope. In the current volume of the "Theologische 
Zeitblatter," the theological organ of the Ohio Synod, in an article entitled "Zur Lehre von der 
Gnadenwahl," pp. 134-137, the following characterization of the so-called second doctrinal trope 
of election by grace is found: "On the other hand, the 2nd trope actually restricts election to the 
8th and last decision of the 1st trope. It refers only to the introduction into eternal glory of those 
who persevere to the end; is simply the resolution, the final determination, to introduce into eternal 
blessedness certain people known to God alone. It is also, in essence, an anticipation of the 


judgment that God will pass on the last day, that is, a judicial act, actus forensis. God, as it were, 
with the eye of his omniscience, surveys all men's lives to their end, brings before his tribunal all 
their deeds, which they will indeed do first, but of which he is clearly aware; finds that some will 
retain faith to their end, while others will remain in unbelief or fall back into it again after they have 
believed for a time. The former he elects to eternal life; the latter he consigns to eternal 
damnation. So the election is merely an anticipation of the judgment on Judgment Day, made 
before the foundation of the world. Of course, faith must precede the decision of election. Election 
must be conditional on faith, not faith as such, like justification, but persevering faith. Who 
therefore are the elect is clear: they are those who are actually saved, those who persevere in 
faith to their last breath. The elect in this sense do not stand alone in contrast to the elect. 
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to the unbelievers, but also to the apostates, who have been for a time in the kingdom of grace, but 
through their fault do not attain to glory. Of this election and of these elect it cannot only be said that 
the election is unchangeable, that God knows exactly who are the elect, but also that their blessedness 
is infallible and absolutely guaranteed and certain; that it is impossible that an elect person should fall 
away again and persist in unbelief, and thus become a reprobate. If he should fall away for a time, he 
must be converted again before his end. Nor can a reprobate hope to be added to the number of the 
elect. It is impossible for God to err in his judgment. Of the elect in this sense it is quite certain that 
their number can neither be increased nor diminished. But has this version of election and this 
determination of the elect any meaning, any value, for this life? Can it be used practically in pastoral 
care? Can | use this kind of election to comfort someone who is challenged, or to lift myself up? | 
cannot know until my dying hour whether | belong to the elect; for God has revealed nothing about 
who belongs to those who persevere in faith to the end. If He had wanted to do so, He would have 
had to name each one individually. Nor does the Bible give any markers by which we can judge and 


conclude whether one will persevere to the end. The syllogism praedestinatorius looks very pretty 
on paper; but no man in his whole life comes to apply it to himself. Only after his death can he draw 
the certain conclusion, and then he no longer needs it. That God foreknew the persevering faith of the 
"blessed" is certain; but whether he foreknew that | would persevere is one of the mysteries which he 
reserves to his wisdom. And good that he did so! For if he had revealed this to us, it would have 
caused desolation on the one hand, and carnal security on the other, and finally a general 
godlessness, for some would have said, "What is the use of my living a good life? | am rejected, and 
can never be saved! The others: What shall | labor for? to keep myself so strictly in God's ways? For 
| am chosen; therefore | must be saved, and live as | will!" Here it is frankly and openly admitted, which 
is certainly quite true, that the second doctrinal trope has no meaning, no value for this life, cannot be 
used practically in pastoral care, cannot comfort and uplift a challenged man. Well, if it has no 
relevance for the Christian life, what is its use in Christian theology? Yes, can such a doctrine, which 
is of no use, really be the doctrine of Scripture, since all Scripture, inspired by God, is useful for 
teaching, for punishment, for correction, for chastening in righteousness, for comfort and edification? 
Whoever makes such a concession as the above must, in a consistent manner, go one step further 


and declare openly that the syllogism praedestinatorius is precisely a little human feeling and has no 
support in Scripture. Admittedly, what the author of the article in question now calls the first doctrinal 
trope to be contained in the Concordia formula, the insinuation that, according to our Confession, 
Luther, Chemnitz, etc., even time-believers, who are finally lost, belong to the elect, is simply abfurd 
and needs no refutation. G. St. 

Cur alii prae aliis? In an "Eingesandt" of the "Kirchliche Zeitschrift", the theological organ of the 
lowa Synod, an attempt is made to construct a contradiction between Missouri and Wisconsin 
concerning the question: Cur alii prae aliis? D. Pieper claims that one must ask in this way, the 
Wisconsin Synod that one must ask in this way. 
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dal report of 1903, D. Pieper never taught, as it is insinuated, that one "must" ask in this way. The 
passages quoted from his lecture and from his articles give no proof of this. What he has defended, 
what the Missouri Synod has defended in general on this point, is, in brief, something like this: We 
know exactly why those who are saved are saved, namely, by grace. We know exactly why those 
who are lost are lost, namely, through their own guilt. But when we compare the two parts with each 
other, when the question arises, when reason thus asks, Why are some converted and saved before 
others, since the grace of God in Christ is universal, and all men are in the same utter ruin? - or, 
Why are not all men converted and saved? - we answer: We do not know, nor can we, nor shall we. 
For of this God's word tells us nothing. Therefore we reject that question. "We are not able to state 
a uniform cause of the difference." And this is not contradicted when the Wisconsin report says 


something like this: One should not ask at all like this: Cur alii prae aliis? Of course, with the desire 
to gain an answer, one should not at all inquire and ponder after such a difference. For there is no 
uniform reason for conversion and non-conversion. If one seeks to answer that question, then one 
will either ascribe to God a part of the blame for L not being converted, or one will count it as merit 
that he is converted. Not answering a question principally, rejecting it, and declaring that one ought 
not to ask it at all, amounts to the same thing, after all. But since this question: Cur alii prae aliis? 
or, as the ancients also expressed it, the mystery of the dlsoretio persouarum, is now again much 
talked about, it should not be superfluous to remind us once more of the sayings of our orthodox 
doctrinal fathers from the sixteenth century, as they are compiled, for example, in an article of "Lehre 
und Wehre" from the year 1881. The passage in question reads, "The passages in which the 11th 
article of the Formula of Concord deals with the actual "GeheimniB" of predestination are well known. 
We refer only to §§ 52-64 of the Solida Declaratio. There it is emphasized "that God still keeps 
much of this mystery secret and concealed from us, and reserves it to his wisdom and knowledge 
alone"; and to this "concealment" belongs "that God gives his word in one place, does not give it in 
another, takes it away from one place, lets it remain in another; item, one is hardened, blinded, given 
in a wrong sense (of course for the sake of his wickedness, his unbelief, but why does God not 
prevent unbelief?), another, as well in like guilt, is again converted," etc. But by confessing this 
mystery and circumscribing its region, the Concordia formula at the same time forbids "brooding," 
and draws our thoughts again and again to the region of revelation and the revealed Canon: "Israel, 
that thou shouldest perish, the guilt is thine; but that thou shouldest be helped, that is purely my 
grace." There is full agreement on this point among the authors and contemporaries of the Formula 
of Concord. Especially in their polemic against the synergists, they also speak of the mystery of the 
discretio personarum; for it is, as has already been shown, the same mystery which is present in 
conversion and in the election of grace. We recall first of all diota, which have already been cited 
earlier, in the September 1880 issue of "Lehre und Wehre," pp. 265-270. Jakob Andrea wrote in 
1563: "But that this grace or gift of faith is not given to all, since He calls all to Himself... is a secret 
closed, known to God alone, not to be investigated by any human reason, to be contemplated and 
worshipped with timidity." In 
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The Apology of the Book of Concord, written by Chemnitz, Selnecker, and Kirchner, says: "When 
it is asked why God the Lord does not convert all men (which he could do) by his Holy Spirit and 
make them believers, etc., we are to speak with the apostle: How incomprehensible are his 
judgments, and inscrutable his ways!" Chemnitz further says: "How is it, then, that God does not 
put such faith into Judah's heart, that he also could have believed that he could be helped by 
Christ? There we must return with our questions, and say Rom. 11, O what depth of riches," etc. 
And Timothy Kirchner: "Since then faith in Christ is a special gift of God, why does he not give it 
to all? Answer: We are to save this question for eternal life." And Selnecker: "Although God 
could make willing men out of all unwilling men, yet he does not do so; and why he does not do 
so, he has his most just and wise reasons, which it is not our business to investigate." We ask 
our dear readers to compare again the whole of the quotations printed in the above-mentioned 
place in their context. We add the following sayings of orthodox Lutheran theologians of the 16th 
century. Christophorus K6rner, co-author of the F. C., in his Commentary on the Epistle to the 
Romans 1583, page 123, gives a quite correct explanation of the term "hardening" Cap. 9, 18.: 
"God hardens when he forsakes the rebellious and defiant, turns away from them, as a 
punishment that they may perish through their own guilt and God's righteous judgment." But he 
knows well that he has not thereby solved the mystery why God saves just some and hardens 


others. At the same time he says: "Miseretur Deus cui vult et hoc Dei velle liberum est, et 
quare velit aut non velit, ipsius arcano consilio est committendum, non curiose quaerenda 


causa," that is, "God has mercy on whom He wills, and this willing of God is free, and why He 
wills or wills not is to be ordered to His secret counsel; one must not curiously wish to inquire 
into the cause." Joachim Morlin, in his confessio de libero arbitrio directed against the 
Synergists, writes: "But why God does not equally give birth to all again and kindle the light of 
faith in the heart of all without distinction... is undoubtedly partly due to his secret counsel, which 
we cannot investigate, but partly it must be assumed, according to God's revealed Word, that 
he justly punishes some for their transgressions, even in their descendants." See Schliisselburg, 


Catalogus Haereticorum v, 210. Further, "If any one urges and asks why God does not equally 
punish all men, whether punished or converted (cur igitur Deus non aequaliter omnes homines 
vel punit vel convertit), we give him the answer: we are to keep within the revealed word, we 


can determine nothing about such things as are not revealed." (Loco citato, p. 216.) Likewise 
MGrlin observes, that "if God does not give everywhere on earth at the same time and equally 
righteous pure teachers and his unadulterated word," this "is no injustice or partiality on God's 
part," but "that he thereby observes most exactly the norm (regula) of righteousness, admittedly 
not according to human conception and discretion, but according to his own judgment." (I. c., p. 
225.) To the question, "Why does not God kindle faith in all, that they may lay hold on Christ?" 
he answers (p. 228) thus: "Some things belong to the mysteries of God (arcana Dei), which we 


cannot and ought not to inquire into. Other things are revealed to us by God, which we ought to 
accept with all our heart.... It is revealed to us that God only wants to save those who believe in 
Christ, and that unbelief is out of us. But hidden are the judgments of God, why he converted 
Paul, Caiphas 
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does not convert, accepts the fallen Peter again, leaves Judas to despair." Tilemann HeBhus, 
too, in his refutation of the reasons of the synergists (Schlisfelburg, p. 316, etc.), repeatedly 
comes to speak of that mystery, "why God chooses, calls, and gives birth again to the one," 


"allows the other to become obdurate (indurescere sinat)," "calls back to Himself the one who 
has fallen, and does not change His will in the case of another," and remarks that "God has 
reserved this to His secret counsel, and we cannot investigate it without danger to our salvation." 


G. St. 

The Lutheran Observer of 8 July wrote about the refusal of the representatives of the 
Synodal Conference to pray together in Detroit: "In Detroit it was that various branches of our 
Church met in order to reach a better understanding. To open and close their sessions with ‘psalms and 
hymns and spiritual songs’ and prayer, of all things best calculated to unify hearts and households, would 
have been but a most natural thing to do. God and His Church expected it. The outside world looked 
for it. All were disappointed. It was openly stated that non-church-fellowship precludes fellowship in 
prayer. If that be so our Master must have forgotten this rock-ribbed principle, for He frequently 
worshiped with Jews and Judas. Peter and John must have ignored it when they 'went up together into 
the temple at the hour of prayer,’ and joined the Christ-slayers. And with what indecorum the very father 
of Lutheranism behaved when he prayed with and for his beloved co-worker, who at one time was 
‘almost Zwinglian,' at another 'crypto-Calvinistic,' and again accused of 'taking Cruciger's part;’ whose 
views Luther himself at one time termed ‘tenacious phantasies,’ and who actually committed the 
unpardonable crime of writing the 'Confessio Variata. Could Luther have been at all times of one mind 
with Melanchthon? Yet, when in the jaws of death, the former rescued the latter by prayer, saying: 
‘Philip, you must still further serve the Lord.’ D. $. Moody and the Bishop of Rome prayed together. 
But alas! Mr. Moody is discredited by our friends. Should Pharisee and publican meet and pray, but 
Missourian, Ohioan, and Iowan meet but to debate and differ? It was a Frenchman who, when convinced 
of the variance of his methods with the facts in the case, rejoined: 'So much the worse for the facts.’ 
This should not be the plea of the noble German! We are willing to submit this matter to the unbiased 
Christian conscience to judge if the brethren of the Synodical Conference beyond all controversy are so 
superlatively Christian, so purely Lutheran, so superbly logical, so rigidly night? If affirmatively 


answered, I for one recant and join. "The Observer - only this one thing we emphasize from his in 
every respect groundless words - demands, then, that Lutherans cultivate prayer fellowship with 
Reformed, Papists, and enemies of Christ. And we do not see how all those who reproach 
Missouri for not wanting to cultivate prayer fellowship in Detroit with the Ohioans, who declare 
us to be Calvinistic false teachers and have separated from us as false teachers, before the unity 
of faith has been restored, want to avoid this consequence. Are the Ohioans and lowans also 
willing, like the General Synodists, to enter into prayer fellowship with the sects and papists? 
F.B. 

Common prayer, the conditio sine qua non of all negotiations on unity of faith,-to 
this equally immoral as fanatical and intolerant principle, which Dr. Jacobs pronounced in 
Pittsburg, the Lutheran has now also declared himself. The lowasche "Kirchen-Blatt" of July 23 
quotes from the Lutheran fol-. 
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We are so far from approving what we recognize as a thoroughly unchristian and unscriptural 
position on the part of Missouri in this particular case, that we would absolutely refuse to attend 
any Lutheran conference from which public loud prayer is excluded." - "People who take such 
extreme stands should be free to keep to themselves until they are willing not only to reach out 
to others, to debate with them, to eat and drink and smoke with them, but also to pray with them, 
beginning therein with the short and glorious prayer of the publican. 'God, be merciful to me a 
sinner!" The negative principle: no negotiations about unity of faith with such Lutherans who do 
not want to pray together with us, seems here to be positively completed by the Lutheran: With 
whom we may eat and drink and smoke, with whom we may also confidently hold common prayer 
services. We Missourians stick to our old principle: Prayer fellowship is church fellowship, and 
church fellowship with false believers is forbidden in God's Word, is in itself dishonesty and a lie, 
involves denial of the truth, and is thus a great annoyance in the church. The lowa "Church 
Gazette," in the same number in which it complains that the representatives of the Synodal 
Conference did not want to hold a "common liturgical service" with the Ohioans and lowans in 
Detroit, professes the sentence, "that one must not cultivate church fellowship with such who 
persistently deny clear teachings of Scripture. Now the Ohioans separated themselves from the 
Missourians, as "false teachers," more than 25 years ago, and for 25 years the Ohioans have 
reviled the Missourians throughout Christendom as Calvinistic false teachers. And of the lowans 
the same is true. If, therefore, the "Church Gazette" wishes to be consistent, it must exhort the 
Ohioans and lowans either to withdraw their accusation against Missouri, or else it must call 
upon them not to cultivate prayer and church fellowship with the "Missourian false teachers". We 
Missourians make a distinction, even as to doctrine, between the weak and those who are not. 
And to the former, even so far as ecclesiastical communion is concerned, we take a different 
position than to the latter. lowa and Ohio, however, we can no longer regard as weak. F. B. 

Of the battles between the Synodical Conference and its opponents, the June 11 
"Church Gazette" of the lowa Synod wrote that "these battles, which have long since assumed 
a fundamental character, are about nothing less than the preservation of the historic Lutheran 
Church, which is in danger of being made a sect by the Synodical Conference.” Why? The 
"Kirchen-Blatt" of July 23 answers: Because Missouri counts among "the doctrines of faith which 
are clearly revealed in Scripture" also his doctrine of the transference and his doctrine of the 
Antichrist. As far as the doctrine of the transference is concerned, Missouri believes Matth. 18, 
17-20, where Christ has given the local church the keys of the kingdom of heaven and with it all 
spiritual power. And with our confession we believe that the pope is "the right end-Christ or 


antichrist," papam esse ipsum verum antichristum (Miller, p. 308, § 10), because the pope 


clearly bears the characteristics mentioned in 2 Thess. 2. Now, because Missouri, with our 
confession, reckons these doctrines among the doctrines to which they evidently belong, namely, 
among the clear doctrines of Scripture, and not among human opinions and open questions, and 
holds that every Christian is guilty of accepting these doctrines, and because Missouri 
accordingly rejects in the church every synodal rule and every chiliasm, therefore lowa combats 
the synodal conference, and calls upon the general council to enter into the same struggle. 
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because the preservation of the historic Lutheran Church, which is in danger of being turned into 
a sect by the Synodal Conference, is at stake. No, it was not love of truth, but fanaticism and 
ignorance that dictated this verdict to the writer of the lowa paper. The iowasche "Kirchen-Blatt" 
evidently has no right idea either of what is actually "historical" and what is "Lutheran," nor of 
what is "church" and what is "sect," nor even of what the "Synodal Conference’ is. F. B. 

Church fellowship presupposes unity in all matters of doctrine and practice. This is 
rightly emphasized by Fr. Offermann in the "Lutheran Church Bulletin" of Reading. He writes: 
"The 'Lutheran Zion Messenger’, a paper published in the General Synod, brings in its number 
of June 2 alast article 'on the intersynodal conference’. He was prompted to do so by a sentence 
in one of my articles on the Pittsburgh Conference, which read literally: 'Ecclesiastical fellowship 
between individual synods is (but) essentially confessional fellowship; it presupposes that the 
synods concerned are in complete agreement with each other in all matters of doctrine and 
practice, and can therefore recognize each other as Lutherans faithful to the confession’. The 
second part of this sentence is a thorn in the flesh of the 'Zionsboter’. For he takes great pains 
to prove that the demand for complete agreement in doctrine and practice as a precondition of 
ecclesiastical fellowship is an absurdity, a demand whose absurdity must be obvious to every 
fair-minded person on close examination. The reasons he puts forward can be summarized in 
the following sentences: 1. What one wants to make a condition of ecclesiastical communion 
was and is in reality its greatest obstacle. 2. (2) The demand for complete agreement in doctrine 
and practice is not advocated by any Lutheran synod, with the exception of Missouri, and has 
only recently been decisively rejected again by lowa. 3. 'How will one justify such a demand even 
in writing (it!)?' 4. Where will one find the end once one begins to speak of all the pieces of 
doctrine? 5. agreement in practice is utterly impossible. (6) Important questions of ecclesiastical 
practice are, however, pulpit fellowship with those of other faiths, and the position towards the 
lodges. (7) But to prescribe even in these matters is contrary to Christian liberty, synodal 
hierarchy, servitude of conscience, and pontifical presumption. (8) Final exhortation: 'Do not 
become servants of men’. It is not my intention to refute these points in detail. | have merely 
quoted them to show by way of example how even ‘conservative’ men in the General Synod still 
think and write today about the Confession as the basis of all true unity. If the 'Zionsbote’ wants 
to be consistent, he must draw the simple conclusion from these sentences that no agreement 
in doctrine and practice is necessary at all for church fellowship, that every obligation to the 
confession, of whatever kind it may be, impairs Christian freedom, and that therefore a religious 
fellowship in which everyone believes, teaches, and acts as he pleases represents the highest 
ideal of the Christian church. The 'Zion Messenger’ naturally shrank from drawing these 
consequences. But his whole argument can only be understood from the standpoint of a blurred 
unionism, which in principle advocates the equality of all directions, and which dissolves all truths 
of faith into subjective opinions. This is indeed the standpoint of the General Synod. The 
‘Zionsbote' writes: 'As Lutherans, we all accept the Augsburg Confession as our main 
confession’. But how little is actually said by this. The Lutheran 
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The character of a synod is by no means guaranteed by the mere acceptance of the Augsburg 
Confession, if it is not ensured that its members also really teach and act according to it. Now 
anyone who knows the conditions in the General Synod to some extent will testify to me that, on 
the whole, they care very little about what the individual pastors teach and what practice they 
follow. Certainly, the Augsburg Confession is signed (why should it not be?), it is accepted - as 
a signboard; but that is the end of it. It is left to the discretion of each individual how much or how 
little he finally wants to accept of it for his person. The synod has nothing against it if its members 
want to be confessing Lutherans. But it also has nothing against its pastors spreading 
fundamental heresies, associating with ungodly, unchristian societies, and allowing all kinds of 
sect preachers into their pulpits. Thus, however, there is complete freedom in the General Synod, 
but it is not freedom in the truth. The lamentation nowadays is that in our church everywhere the 
brush of beauty is wielded, that one deceives oneself and others by beautiful speeches, while 
one persistently shuts one's eyes to obvious damage and infirmities in one's own midst. The 
‘Zionsbote' could render a real service to its Synod if it wanted to bear a strong, manly witness 
against all mischief in its own camp, against all religious mongering, against all unhealthy doctrine 
and un-Lutheran practice." F. B. 

Human views on religious facts - that has been the content of theology since 
Schleiermacher. Theology is reflection on the facts of religion. The product of this reflection are 
the Christian doctrines, in which our knowledge of the facts of religion is formulated. Only the 


facts are certain, or quaSi certain; the Christian doctrines are uncertain speculations. The Church 


Times (Episcopal) says in an article: "Facts aud Opinions": "Religion must rest on certain facts. 
It is a relation of man to God, and certain elementary facts concerning human nature and divine 
nature must be assumed before it is possible. The Christian religion is a relation of man to God, 
mediated through Jesus Christ, and certain elementary facts concerning the person of Christ 
must be accepted before it becomes possible. These few elementary facts are the foundation of 
the Christian faith. Around them has been woven a brilliant fabric of theological opinions, whose 
components, as far as certainty is concerned, vary from almost positive knowledge down to the 
most doubtful conjecture. But even the most indisputable propositions of theology are still far 
removed from the presentation of the facts around which they move. This statement of facts is 
the dogmatic propositions of the Church, which are accepted as the foundation of religious 
thought. But even these fundamental propositions are necessarily clothed in human language, 
which does not adequately express divine truth. The fact itself is always greater than the 
statement of the fact. Nor need we here distinguish between the language of the creeds and the 
language of the Bible. It is all human language; all is, even at its best, inadequate.... Theological 
opinion is speculation on postulated facts, no more and no less. It is in constant flux. But there 
are enduring elements here too. There are theological propositions about which, in the judgment 
of theologians, controversy is inadmissible. They do not maintain that no possible discovery can 
invalidate them; they hold them to be true until there is evidence to the contrary." - According to 
this, theology is nothing more than vain uncertain 
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Human speculation. And so it is in truth, as soon as theology abandons the scriptural principle 
connected with the verbal inspiration. F. B. 

The permissive use of the Revised Version, - this has been a principal subject of 
negotiation at all the conventions of the Episcopalians. The result, according to the Churchman, 
is as follows: "Out of forty-three conventions, therefore, California, Georgia, Indianapolis, 
Lexington, Long Island, Los Angeles, Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, Pittsburgh, Rhode 
Island, South Carolina, Southern Ohio, Washington, Western Massachusetts, Western 
Michigan and West Virginia, sixteen in all, with the district of Spokane, favor permissive use 
of the Revised Version; while eight dioceses, Colorado, East Carolina, Iowa, Missouri, 
Nebraska, Ohio, Texas and West Missouri, with the district of Oklahoma, oppose the 
permissive use of the Revised Version. Alabama, Arkansas, Chicago, Dallas, Delaware, 
Florida, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Mississippi, Maryland, Minnesota, Newark, 
New Jersey, Quincy, Tennessee, Virginia and Western New York, nineteen dioceses, together 


with seven districts, took no action." F. B. 


Unbelief among Baptists. In the Independent of New York, Prof. Rauschenbusch, of the 
Baptist Theological Seminary at Rochester, N. Y., has published an article to which the 


unbelieving Independent gives great applause. The title of this article is, "The New Evangelism.” 
It says, among other things, "The powerlessness of the old evangelism is only the most striking 
and painful demonstration of the general state of the churches. Its cause is not local nor 
temporary. It does not lie in lack of hard work or of prayer or of keen anxiety. It lies in the 
fact that modern life has gone through immense changes, and the church has not kept pace 
with it in developing the latent moral and spiritual resources of the gospel which are needed 
by the new life. It has most slighted that part of the gospel which our times most need. It lacks 
an ethical imperative which can induce repentance. .. The new evangelism which shall 
overcome these barriers and again exert the full power of the gospel cannot be made to order 
nor devised by a single man. It will be the slow product of the fearless thought of many honest 
men. It will have to retain all that was true and good in the old synthesis, but advance the 
human conception of salvation one stage closer to the divine conception. It will have to 
present a conception of God, of life, of duty, of destiny, to Which the best religious life of 
our age will bow. It will have to give an adequate definition of how a Christian man should 


live under modem conditions, and then summon men to live so." - According to this, Prof. 
Rauschenbusch also belongs to the liberal theologians who want to replace the old gospel of 
repentance and forgiveness of sins with a modern morality. F. B. 


Are theologians dying out? So claims Professor Scott of the Congregationalist 
Theological Seminary in Chicago. He writes: "One result of religious uncertainty is the 
disappearance of the theologian. The younger scholars, under radical influences, have turned 
away from theology; so that now it is very difficult in America to find men qualified to 
become professors of theology." -The fact is that real theologians, who are not guided by reason 
and human authorities, but solely and in all things by Scripture, have become rarae aves, not 


only in Europe, but also in America, not only among the sects, but also in the Lutheran Church. 
F.B. 
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Sountag School World Congress in Palestine. In the "E. K. Z." a correspondent from 
Jerusalem reports: "The months of March and April of this year brought us an unusually large 
number of travelers. There were more than 20,000 of them, and they often came in such large 
groups that the existing inns were insufficient to accommodate them. On such occasions the 
large Catholic pilgrim hospices always open their doors and accept guests of other faiths for 
compensation. The largest of this year's societies - 1300 to 1400 souls strong - was the English- 
American one, which came here on two German steamers to hold the fourth Sunday School 
World Congress from April 16 to 18. They had pitched a tent about 50 yards long near Damascus 
Gate for their meetings, and often gathered there from 1500 to 1800 people. On Sunday, April 
17, they held an English service there in the morning, which was very well attended, and at which 
a London clergyman preached. A large choir of singers, as at all subsequent meetings, 
performed very attractive hymns. Finally, the Apostles' Creed was recited by the representatives 
of the 17 denominations present, and the Lord's Prayer was said. In the afternoon, they united 
in the same local for the common celebration of Holy Communion, in which 20 to 25 clergy 
actively participated with a very large number of participants. The conferences for reporting and 
consultation on the Sunday School matter took place on April 18 and 19. The areas of work from 
which reports were received were extraordinarily varied, although they were almost exclusively 
limited to American and English operations. The extensive Sunday school work in Germany, for 
example, was hardly mentioned. The reporters were all Sunday school teachers themselves; 
women teachers also made themselves heard. Even an American Negro was not absent as a 
Sunday School representative and served as an interpreter at an address by an Abyssinian 
general. Astonishing numbers of Sunday School students could be given and great results could 
be reported. In India, for example, it was reported that instruction is given in 32 languages and 
dialects, with children and adults taking part as students. The students there number in the 
hundreds of thousands. - On the following day a committee for the foundation and care of Sunday 
schools in the Holy Land was constituted and in the evening a final meeting was held, at which 
confessions were made about the personal blessing which the meetings had brought about, 
mostly in very short speeches, sometimes with exuberant words..... Besides numerous 
Methodists and Baptists and other denominations, Lutherans, Reformed - among them many 
German-Americans - and members of the English High Church were also represented. Unusual 
to us Germans was the combination of fun and humour with the deepest religious seriousness 
and the playful leap from one into the other. Calcutta was considered as the place of the next 
world congress." 


ll. Abroad. 


The XI General Evangelical Lutheran Conference will meet in Rostock from September 
26 to 29. Program: "Monday, September 26, afternoon: Preliminary discussion of the 'Closer 
Conference’. In the evening: welcome. Lecture by Oehlkers in Hanover: 'The Confession in 
Professional Life.' Tuesday, September 27: Opening of the Conference by a main service, with 
sermon by Father Armknecht in Linden-Hannover. 1/212 to 4 o'clock: First General Assembly. 
1st lecture by General Superintendent D. Kaftan in Kiel: 'Taugt. 
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2. lecture by Senior Pastor Seidel in Lichtenstein: Wednesday, September 28: Special 
conferences: 1. for the press, 2. for the inner mission, 3. for the administrators of collection points, 
4. for the God's Box Association, 5. for heathen mission, 6. for emigrant mission, 7. for mission 
to the Jews. In the evening: public evening of the congregation. 1st lecture by Prof. D. Spath in 
Philadelphia: 2nd lecture by Rector Dr. Bezzel in Neuendettelsau: "The Anti-Roman Significance 
of the Evangelical Lutheran Confession. Thursday, September 29: Second General Assembly. 
1st lecture by Prof. Dr. Boeckh in Augsburg: ‘Religious instruction in the higher educational 
institutions.’ 2nd lecture by Bishop Ullman in Strengnas, Sweden: The Meaning and Importance 
of Prayer in the Present Situation of our Evangelical Lutheran Church. Final service: sermon by 
Kirchenrath Brickner in Schloen i. M." 

Of D. Volck, who died in Rostock on May 29, the "A. E. L. K." writes: "The work that most 
characterizes his theology bears the title 'Holy Scripture and Criticism 1896. In essence, he 
followed the thoughts of his teacher Hofmann, for whom he remained a tireless herald throughout 
his life, v. Volck was not afraid to confess his dependence on this great man in modern theology. 
Little minds, after all, have a tendency to display their independence as early and as completely 
as possible. They cannot wait for the time to be masters themselves, and then live up to the 
conceit that they must spin everything anew out of their little heads. On the other hand, it belongs 
to the personal as well as to the theological greatness of v. Volck that he did not refuse to remain 
the pupil of a greater man and to present his basic ideas in his appropriation and execution. Thus 
he preserved Hofmann's thoughts on the salvific character of divine revelation, on the eternal 
value of sacred Scripture, in spite of, indeed precisely because of, his rejection of verbal 
inspiration and its inerrancy, on the importance of Scripture for the Church, on becoming certain 
of Hofmann's method of the canon. And this was a necessary and beneficial work. D. Volck is to 
be thanked in no small measure if Hofmann's world of thought is now awakening to new life and 
power, and much of what he added to it will thereby enter as a valuable ferment into the work of 
those who are struggling for a spiritually powerful Lutheran theology at the beginning of the 20th 
century. Among its fathers and forefathers, v. Volck will always be counted, and the pain grips 
us anew that he was no longer allowed to rule over it, in order to indelibly imprint upon it the 
features of his firm and genuine Lutheranism." Hofmann, like no other among the Lutheran 
theologians of the nineteenth century, fought the Lutheran scriptural principle and the central 
truth of Christianity of the substitution of Christ. The "Alte Glaube" (Old Faith) also praises D. 
Volck: "As far as his scholarship was concerned, he stood entirely on the ground of the 
conception of salvation history which Hofmann had founded. Nothing was more unsympathetic 
to him than that mechanistic, doctrinal-legal view of the Holy Scriptures, such as Hengstenberg 
still represented at the last." V. Volck has publicly denied and combated the literal inspiration and 
inerrancy of Holy Scripture. And this very fact is now credited to him by Lutheran papers as a 
special merit! F. B. 

Regarding church attendance in Germany Father Reimann writes in the "E. K. Z.": "That 
the attendance of our churches in general has declined very strongly for decades - with individual 
exceptions - especially of the male population, 
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This is not only attested by most synodal reports, but is also taught by the Sunday insight into 
so many churches. Admittedly, there is no lack of testimonies - especially among liberal 
clergymen - who, in order to prove the opposite, complacently point to the occasionally filled 
houses of worship, especially on special and high feast days: Penitential Day, Feast of the Dead, 
Christian Friday, and others. But in such gloating it is not taken into account that the number of 
churches has increased only minimally in relation to the growing number of souls, if it has not 
remained the same several times. If, for example, in a city, which at that time had 8 to 10 
thousand inhabitants, there have been two churches of the Protestants for centuries, and today, 
when there are about 50,000 of the latter, the same number of churches still exists and, 
unfortunately, is mostly sufficient, then this is an exceedingly sad result, and only a lack of the 
simplest arithmetical calculation can conceal it. For according to the ratio, instead of two 
churches, there should rather be ten churches present and attended. - In another place, with 
which | am also closely acquainted, the ratio is such that when the Protestant congregation 
numbered about 6000 souls, there were two churches, and now, after the number of Protestant 
members of the congregation has risen to nearly 30,000, that is, almost five times as many, 
these two churches are still completely sufficient and are often still sparsely attended. There 
should be no lack of similar examples elsewhere; and in large cities the conditions mentioned 
here will probably also apply proportionately." - Father Reimann finds the main reason for this 
sad fact in the fact that "so many sermons, which after all form the center of the Protestant 
service, lack any attraction. An earnest desire for God's Word, which alone draws people into 
the church in the long run, can only arise where the law is preached in all its sharpness and the 
gospel in all its sweetness. F. B. 

Dr. Behrmann writes the following in the "Hamburger Kirchenblatt": "A very strange way of 
receiving the wine in the Sacrament, namely through a small tube, has been the custom in 


Hamburg for a long time. The use of this fistula eucharistica (communion tube) often preceded 


the withdrawal of the chalice in the Catholic Church. After the introduction of the Reformation, 
the communion tube was in use for a long time in Churbrandenburg (probably as a semi-Catholic 


custom). In a work on this fistula eucharistica, published in Bremen in 1740, it is assumed as 
generally known that one is used in Hamburg, and in a memoir by a Hamburg citizen, published 
in 1820-1830, it says something like this: 'Will no one abolish the disgusting communion tubes?” 

An example of what is offered to the youth in our secondary schools today. In the 
Religion Book for the Upper School (of the Gymnasien and Realgymnasien) by Halfmann and 
Kuster, it says on page 205: "Without further ado, the healings of the sick by Christ, especially 
in the areas where nervous and psychological suffering coincide, are understandable solely 
through the influence of the will of a powerful personality, for we have analogies for this. More 
difficult are the miracles of impersonal nature (the changing of water into wine, the calming of 
the storm, etc.), and the raising of the dead. For the evaluation of these miracles we will have to 
ask ourselves whether they are in accordance with the nature, the essence of Christ. True 
humanity belongs to his nature; if the reported miracles annul this, if they take away the 
innermost truth of his other actions (1), if, in addition to this, the narrative lacks any moral-religious 
purpose and shows us the miraculous deed as pure 
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arbitrarily (e. g., at the marriage of Cana), then we have a right to say that such miracles could 
not have been wrought by Christ as they are reported to us. For Christ was no magician, but put 
his miraculous power to the service of his holy cause." Another specimen of this religious 
teaching (p. 207d): "In the time of Christ it was generally customary to regard persons or things 
(I), to which one wished to attach a higher, imperishable value, as preexistent, that is, one was 
convinced that they had already existed before the creation of the world, and that their existence 
in this world of appearance was only the image of their heavenly archetype (cf. the ‘upper 
Jerusalem,’ Gal. 4, 26. Revelation 21. 2.). This doctrine of pre-existence especially attracted Paul 
to explain the divine origin of Jesus Christ." And what does the Untetricht administration say of 
religious instruction? Clear and truly gratifying are the demands of the curricula, e.g. p. 8: "The 
Protestant religious education at secondary schools pursues the goal of educating the pupils 
through education in God's Word to become Christian personalities of character, who prove 
themselves capable of one day, through confession and walk.... a ... a salutary influence in our 
national life." 
(Gotthold.) 

Unbelief in the Elementary School. In a lecture on the Old Testament to the Pedagogical 
Association in Dresden, Dr. Braasch from Jena made the following demands for teaching in the 
elementary school: "One must practice simple truthfulness. The children must know that God 
has never spoken to mankind in this way, that there has never been a revelation of words in the 
old sense, but that in spite of all this God speaks a mighty language to us, that He has revealed 
Himself in us, in our hearts, in joy and sorrow, in nature. Children need to know how the Bible 
stands, that it also contains legends, but sacred legends. They must be made aware of the poetic 
imaginings as such. In the Bible reading book, the first page should be headed: Sacred Saga. 
The creation account should bear the heading: How a pious man imagined the creation of the 
world. Second creation report: How another pious man thought of the origin of the world in a 
different way. History of the Archfathers: Israelite Folk Tales. To proceed in this way does no 
harm to any child, but it prevents all the evil that arises from the opposite. If a power prevents it 
from being done in this way, it bears a heavy responsibility." The "Sachsische Schulzeitung" 
reports: "Jubilant applause. The speaker was repeatedly told how he had spoken from the heart 
of the extremely numerous assembly. In the most exalted mood one left each other at a late 
hour." 

At the Berlin Pastoral Conference, General Superintendent Braun from Berlin said about 
the inspiration of the Holy Scriptures: "But among the people of the community there are also 
other dear people, and the concern for them drives me to speak a word today. They are now 
looking with questioning eyes at us clergymen, for they are confused and frightened by various 
incomprehensible statements about the Holy Scriptures, even from well-meaning sides. They 
have heard the words: We have no inspired Bible, and they ask themselves, Has the Saviour 
asserted too much when he says: 'The Scriptures cannot be broken'? Does the Second Epistle 
of Peter wrongly say: 'The holy men of God have spoken, impelled by the Holy Ghost'? They 
expect their ministers to take their stand on this question where Christ and the apostles stand. 
And certainly he who stands with Christ and the apostles is in good company; whether the 
company of Wellhausen and the other learned gentlemen is preferable to this, 
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should be questionable. Why are we told again and again that the old Protestant dogmatists' 
concept of inspiration is untenable? After all, no one is required to hold to it. It was an attempt to 
clarify the mystery; the church cannot allow itself to be nailed down to such an attempt. But the 
fact remains, and must be testified to, that it pleased God to give his church a document of 
salvation history and revelation, and that he enabled the writers of it to compose it according to 
its purpose. This we call inspiration, and to this inspiration we hold. The greatest fear some seem 
to have of the term verbal inspiration. And yet it cannot be denied that Paul claims verbal 
inspiration when he says, 'Which also we teach in words which the Holy Ghost teacheth.' Of 
words he speaks, not of words; but of words he says that they were not found without the 
influence of the Holy Spirit. So mechanical a separation could he not conceive that he might say: 
my thought-work was indeed under the influence of the Spirit, but the expression of the thought 
was excluded from it. It is only through expression that the thought gains its full clarity. The 
precise expression, the word, completes the thought. The prophets, too, claim verbal inspiration 
for themselves when they cry out, 'Thus saith the HErr.' Luther agrees with them; often in his 
sermons, when he quotes biblical passages, he uses the phrase: 'Thus saith the Holy Ghost.’ 
When Goethe advised his friend Herder to weave loose passages from the Bible into his sermons 
because they would sound like bells, he was saying that he, too, perceived in the biblical sayings 
the power and fullness of a Spirit whose speech resounds into the inner life of the human spirit 
as no human work can. The large-print sayings, said Tholuck, are those by which most men are 
saved. Why is that? Because souls know that God speaks to them in these words. We must 
reassure the church and testify that the Scriptures are and remain what the Saviour made them 
to be: a perfectly safe guide to life. It is not to be wondered at that in several thousand years a 
multitude of variants have arisen in copying. It is only to be wondered at that they nowhere call 
into question the essentials of the history of salvation. Obviously Divine Providence was in 
charge of it; it was His will to give His church the document of His salvation history, and He saw 
to it that it was preserved for us. The difficulties and differences that have been left over, in 
addition to the great main points of the revelation, which have been handed down unchallenged, 
through the fault of the copying, give the impression that God wanted to say: Let those who wish 
to take offence at this book have occasion to do so, for 'with the pious he is pious, with the 
perverse he is perverse." (Ev. K. Z. of June 26.) D. Braun evidently does not know the teaching 
of the old dogmatists. They never dreamed of trying to explain the mystery of inspiration. They 
have only summed up what Scripture itself says of itself, and what Christ, the Prophets, and the 
Apostles testify. F. B. 

The "E. K. Z." writes about the conditions in the Protestant church of Baden: "In this 
model country of liberalism, the Protestant Christians have to fight for equal rights. They are 
always oppressed and set back; it is considered an unbelievable concession to liberalism when 
one professor at the state university and one member of the Oberkirchenrath are granted to the 
Positive. Liberalism is intolerant in practice; its tolerance is only on paper. The Baden State 
Church will officially 
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The Christian church is a confessional community; but where confession and non-confession 
are officially recognized as equal, faith and unfaith are recognized as equal. The Christian church 
is a confessional community; but where confession and non-confession, faith and unbelief are 
officially recognized as having equal rights, the church is regarded only as an administrative 
body. The conditions in it cannot remain thus; the constant denial of the Christian faith must lead 
to self-destruction. Through the Mannheim congregational church council, the church-liberal 
association in Mannheim had submitted a motion to the Oberkirchenrath for presentation to the 
General Synod, which wanted the recognition of unbelief that actually exists in Baden to be 
recognized in principle and also proposed a new confession of faith. It was to read as follows: | 
believe in God the Father, the Almighty Creator of heaven and earth. (2) | believe in Jesus Christ 
our Saviour, the Son of God, who brings us to sonship with God, the Son of Man, who brings us 
to humanity, the Lord and Head of His church. 3. | believe in the Holy Spirit, the Spirit of God in 
humanity, the Spirit of Christ in Christendom, who sanctifies us, unifies us, and gives 
(vouchsafes) eternal life.’ The Oberkirchenrath of Baden, while refusing to bring the motion 
before the General Synod, has otherwise in principle agreed with the proposers. He said: It is 
undoubted that in the Protestant Church there have long been two tendencies, both of which 
seem to be as natural as they are indispensable: on the one hand, the one which seeks to 
preserve undiminished the vested rights handed down by the Reformation; on the other hand, 
the one which seeks to examine them anew and to bring them into harmony with the modern 
world view! .. . This state of affairs corresponds to the confessional state of our Church, which 
has already been discussed so often.’ The Mannheimers declared themselves satisfied with this 
answer. They also immediately drew the necessary conclusions, declaring of the contrary 
assertions of the Orthodox that ‘according to this authoritative declaration of the church regiment' 
they 'must be refrained from for the future." - From the Baden one the other German 
Landeskirchen differ only in degree. They all tolerate on their chairs and pulpits gross false 
teachers, yes, in many cases open deniers of Christ. F. B. 

Simultanifirung des Religionsunterrichts. The "Vossische Zeitung" now also demands 
the "simultanifirung des Religionsunterrichts" (that is, that religious instruction for Catholics, 
Lutherans, Reformed, yes, even Jews and pagans should be the same, i.e. de-Christianized) 
and refers to this, that the German teaching world, apart from insignificant minorities caught up 
in conservative views, not only remains faithful to the idea of the simultaneous school, but, as 
the recently held Kénigsberg Teachers' Conference showed, also wants to see religious 
instruction simultaneous. The Teachers' Conference expressly demanded that "in all schools, 
under exemption from any ecclesiastical supervision, teachers should give instruction which is 
limited to the moral heritage common to all confessions. This, then, amounts to a kind of moral 
instruction such as is given in the public schools of France. School prayers have already been 
provided for in the schools, which have been completely simultaneous in this way, since the 
organ of the liberal Bernese teachers has recently published a selection of "modern school 
prayers. The "Freiburger Zeitung" prints the following "prayer" from it: "We want to take ourselves 
together seriously, so that the teacher does not need to fret. We will not gossip, not make noise, 
not laugh, nor throw things on the floor. We want to be attentive, diligent, called upon to speak, 
not to be silent, We all want to behave today in such a way that parents and teachers will be 
pleased." 
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Of the tyranny of the liberals at the university in Strasbourg, the "Old Faith" writes: 
"Nowhere could modern theology spread and develop so unhindered as in the imperial lands. 
The faculties had been united for years. It tolerated no representative of the ecclesiastical 
confession in its midst. But if one goes in their footsteps, one discovers a spirit of imperiousness 
and intolerance, which stands out strangely enough from the slogan of freedom, which is to be 
heard at every opportunity. The professors insist on their freedom to teach, and dismiss all 
complaints from the Church as an encroachment on their sovereign rights. The students, 
however, are under a compulsion to teach which seems scarcely credible. Every free movement 
is cut off from them with a truly inventive dexterity. Attendance at old German colleges is disliked 
in the first semesters, and made impossible in the later ones. The enjoyment of scholarships 
from the old Lutheran times, which faithful members of the Lutheran Church have designated for 
Lutheran students, is made dependent on their presence in Strasburg. Thus the young 
theologians are bound to the Facultat with unbreakable chains, and must now put up with an 
intellectual bondage which is precisely the opposite of free theological research. For while the 
latter listens to the reasons of the opposing side and examines them without prejudice as to their 
inner justification, the inmates of the theological bastille in Strasbourg hardly experience that the 
faith of the church also still possesses representatives who are to be taken seriously scientifically. 
This is modern theology in its true form: freedom for the teachers and spiritual gagging for the 
learners! And yet there are still harmless minds who think they can live in the best peace with 
this theology." - As to the Roman priests and the Puritans, so to the liberal theologians, liberty 
consists in the fact that they have liberty (power and right) to impose their views on others. F. 
B. 

In the case of Count Hénsbréch against Chaplain Dasbach, who had promised 2000 
florins as a reward to the one who would deliver the proof that the Jesuits teach the principle of 
the sanctification of immoral means by the good purpose, the court decided that here a "bet" was 
present, and that therefore the amount was not enforceable. Hénsbréch appealed. F. 
B. 


What are the characteristics of Ultramontanism? Franz Xaver Kraus, the late Catholic 
professor in Freiburg, answered this question thus: "1. ultramontane is he who places the 
concept of the church above that of religion; 2. ultramontane is he who confuses the pope with 
the church; 3. ultramontane is he who believes that the kingdom of God is of this world, and that, 
as medieval curialism asserted, the key power of Peter also includes secular jurisdiction over 
princes and peoples; 4. ultramontane is he who thinks that religious conviction can be forced by 
material force or may be broken by such force; 5. ultramontane is he who believes that religious 
conviction can be forced by material force or may be broken by such force; 5. ultramontane is 
he who believes that the kingdom of God is of this world. 4. ultramontane is he who thinks that 
religious conviction can be enforced by material force or may be broken by such force; 5. 
ultramontane is he who always finds himself ready to sacrifice a clear commandment of his own 
conscience to the claims of a foreign authority.” 

Revolution is the goal which Social Democracy has in view and towards the attainment 
of which it is working with determination. The "Sachsische Freikirche" writes: "What goal does 
Social Democracy pursue? Some time ago the 'Reichsbote' carried the following letter from a 
reader of many years standing: The Socialist Dr. Hoffmann expressed himself on the same 
subject to me about 15 years ago in the following manner: "In 1848 the democrats committed 
the stupidity of striking out before the masses had been worked up in a revolutionary sense. 
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We shall begin to do this more wisely in the future. The whole mass of the people must be worked 
in a republican and revolutionary sense, until the time will come when the kings and princes will 
only get social-revolutionary recruits. Then*', he thought, 'the Socialists will write 'Fractur’, but 
thoroughly.*' On this point | would like to take the liberty of making the following remark: in fact, 
since the fall of the Socialist Law, the Social-Democrats have established defeats of their 
inflammatory pamphlets and calendars in all the larger villages. We have seen from the election 
results what the agitators have achieved. Concerning the relationship of social democracy to 
bourgeois (Jewish) democracy, Dr. Hoffmann said: "Both socialist democracy and Jewish 
bourgeois democracy are united in that they first want to weaken the kingship by the grace of 
God and then possibly eliminate it, and instead establish parliamentary rule and the sovereignty 
of the people. Dr. Hoffmann has been dead for several years and has not lived to see the 
overthrow, but the revolutionary work of Social Democracy, which he characterized, continues 
unflinchingly toward its goal, and the last elections have shown that great masses of the people 
follow them." 

According to its last annual report, the Inner Mission of the Lutheran Church in Paris, 
which mostly carries out its work on the fellow believers from Alsace who are scattered in the 
vicinity of the capital, always has to struggle with great financial difficulties and therefore cannot 
meet the many existing needs as desired. In the eastern suburb of Quatre-Chemins, Pastor 
Rofer serves about 300 families, almost all workers, to whom the Gospel must be brought home, 
since many do not attend the newly built church for the sake of their hard work. Pastor Roser 
was able to extend his work to Noisy-le-Sec, where about 200 Protestant families live. In St. 
Denis, Pastor Schaffner ministers in the midst of a socialist population; he also holds regular 
services in St. Quen and in Persan-Beaumont. In the newly founded evangelization post of le 
Perreux, Father Boury was able to build a church. The Lutheran congregation in Elbeuf, served 
by Pastor E. Réhrich, has also been striving for years to build such a church. A colony of 
Norwegians also living in Normandy in the little town of Duclair has asked Pastor Rohrich to 
serve them, so that Elbeuf will soon have a branch congregation. The difficult and uncertain 
future that the Lutherans in Paris are facing as a result of the current political situation has 
prompted them to found a "Help Society of the Lutheran Church in Paris", which every member 
of the congregation can join with a contribution, even if only a small one, and which is intended 
to cover the costs of the cult. Already now this society comes to the aid of the Consistory, where 
its means are no longer sufficient. In 1903, this society counted 400 members, who collected 
and spent a sum of 7725 Francs. If, as is to be expected, the Consistory no longer receives the 
proceeds from funerals, which the government wants to withdraw from the Catholic, and thus 
also from the Protestant, parishes, it will lose an annual income of 20,000 francs. At present the 
bill on the separation of Church and State is being eagerly discussed in the Commission. The 
Socialists have withdrawn all their proposals in order to speed up the discussion. It is thought 
that the discussion itself will take place in the Chamber about next January. Combes, who knows 
well that he has not yet secured a majority for the separation, and that the whole experiment of 
separation is a very daring one, is proceeding with the greatest caution. Under the present 
circumstances, separation would be a leap into the unknown. 
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The fight against immorality in France. In the "Old Faith" a correspondent from France 
writes: "Against immorality and its public appearance there has existed in France for a number 
of years an ‘Association for Public Morality. It publishes a weekly paper, 'Le Relévement social," 
which discusses all questions of morality in turn: alcoholism, sexual immorality, but especially 
the public display of indecent pictures and writings, plays, games, and bullfights. Nothing 
escaped the watchful eye of these guardians of morals. Not only practical borings were made, 
but also positive events were taken to vigorously oppose immorality. Above all, notions were 
raised with the public rulers. By them the sluggish courts were to be reminded of their duties, the 
police were to be roused, the legislators spurred on. Gradually, then, things have improved, 
Perhaps public morality has not exactly increased. But the protest against immorality is gaining 
ground. The better-minded are beginning to come to their senses, or at least to be ashamed of 
putting up with the tyranny of a despicable gang of unscrupulous writers, comedy writers and 
other crooks so easily. The public prosecutors are vigorously proceeding against the immoral 
newspaper business. Of late, even the Parisian stalls have been suddenly purged of this filth! 
The same thing happened in other cities, especially where vigilant citizens reported the matter 
to the authorities. Now, however, the Senate has passed a new law which gives the courts the 
means to punish the public display and sale of obscene writings, pictures and the like. Hopefully, 
France will now lose more and more the peculiar reputation it enjoys abroad, of which the decent 
French are most ashamed. The above-mentioned ‘Association for Public Morality’ has recently 
procured the means to employ and pay a permanent agitator, who wanders from town to town 
to combat immorality. For this purpose a Protestant psarrer was chosen, L. Comte, of Saint 
Etienne, near Lyons, an able popular orator, who knows how to treat the bourgeois circles as 
well as the workers. A resolution adopted in Roanne by an assembly of twelve hundred 
participants, mostly from the working class, may give an insight into this activity: 'The members 
of "Solidarity" in Roanne, twelve hundred in number, assembled in the Workers' Exchange on 
February 13, 1904, put forward the following resolution: "The workers' movement is to be the first 
to be elected. The members of Solidarity in Roanne, twelve hundred in number, assembled at 
the Workers' Exchange on February 13, 1904, in view of the fact that obscene pictures and 
sheets publicly displayed at the points of sale systematically incite young people to immorality, 
that working-class families have no means of accompanying their children to school or to the 
factory and of protecting them from these shameful incitements, and that if the Republic makes 
great sacrifices for the teaching of the people, these should not be used for this purpose, to 
procure readers for the filthy papers which have been denounced by all decent newspapers; that 
the disgraceful people are corrupting our children for the sake of vile gain, and thereby degrading 
them into bad citizens; that in a democracy only free men can be needed, and never either slaves 
or ethylized men; to the Government the demand that the existing laws be strictly administered, 
and beg the deputies of the Department to let this agenda reach the Minister of the Interior.' The 
response to this resolution was not long in coming. Deputies and Senators expressed their 
perfect approval. To prove this, we will only share a letter of the famous Waldeck-Rousseau, 
which he recently wrote to Reverend Comte: '| read with pleasure the document which you sent 
me. It is to be wished that your wholesome agitation 
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and that syndicates, associations, corporations of all kinds will follow your example. This plague 
will not disappear until the fight against immorality has become a main article of the democratic 
program." - True morality can only be raised in a people by bringing religion, and the right religion 
at that, into the country. But in France they know nothing of this, and want nothing. F. B. 


What is Christianity? This question is thus answered by Prof. Forsyth of London: "Positive 
Christianity turns upon the supernatural person of Christ as involved in the bearing of human 
sin and the cleansing of human guilt. Its irreducible core is Remissio peccatorum propter 
Christum, as the Reformers said. It means the faith that we profit nothing if we gain the whole 
world and lose not our guilt. It starts with the actual moral situation, and declares that: 1. God 
has forgiven us fully arid finally. 2. He has done so for Christ's sake. 3. every other article of 
Christian faith flows from this, and is valuable according to its bearing on this. 4. Every energy 
of the moral life has this source and standard." - This beautiful pronunciation is reported 
(probably as a curiosum) by the Literary Digest, which is otherwise almost exclusively the 
mouthpiece of unbelief. F. B. 

Ecclesiastical division of the Boers. The first post-war Boer National Synod, held in May 
1903, also dealt with the question of surrenders and scouts, that is, those Boers who did not hold 
out to the end, but for some reason or other voluntarily laid down their arms. The result of the 
negotiations was a pastoral letter published on May 20 against the "infidels." The Transvaal 


Church expressed its conviction that the "apostates" had committed grave sin against God and 
man and could no longer enjoy Holy Communion with peace of conscience until they had 


reformed and converted. At the same time, however, the pastoral letter offered the surrenders 


and scouts the hand of peace. The latter, however, did not and would not see that they had 
committed a religious and ecclesiastical wrong for which they had to repent. Deputies of these 
"infidels" first communicated with the English governor, who promised them extensive support, 
and then demanded the withdrawal of the pastoral letter. When this was refused, the "renegades" 
discussed founding their own church at a conference held in October of the previous year. After 
much arguing and negotiating, in February of this year the new foundation was actually decided 
by 28 votes to 25. The governorate has constantly urged the establishment of this new church, 
for England hopes that this ecclesiastical division will finally break the power of the Boer nation. 
Even if the separation cannot count on any great numerical success, and even if more and more 
return to the fold of the mother church every day, the ecclesiastical division of the Boers has 
become a fact. The leader of the "renegades" is Father Brink, who has preached incessantly 
since 1895 that armed opposition to the world power of England must bring disaster to the people. 
Now he is zealous against those who are "unclean of heart" and "carry politics into the Church," 
and condemns the pastoral letter of the Buren Church as a perverse "papal excommunication." 

State and Religion in Japan. Several weeks ago, news made the rounds that the Mikado 
intended to proclaim Christianity as the state religion in Japan. Inquiries which the "Pol. Korr." 
made about this at the Japanese legation, the result was the clarification that 
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The report mentioned not only lacks any factual basis, but that there is not even the slightest 
condition of possibility for such a process. The introduction of a state religion, whatever it may 
be, is completely excluded by the constitution of the new era of this empire, since the principle 
of the complete separation of religion from the state belongs to the cornerstones of this 
constitution. In the creation of the institutions by which Japan underwent her political 
reorganization, the question of the position of the State in relation to religion had been the subject 
of very long and extremely thorough consideration by the authors of the present epoch, the fruit 
of which was the Emperor's decision to establish the principle of the complete separation of 
religion from the sphere of action of the State. Under the rule of this law, which in the course of 
the decades since its introduction has not been subjected to any attempts to shake it, full 
freedom of movement is granted in Japan to all confessions without exception, and none of them 
is preferred or set back by the State as such in relation to the others. A logical consequence of 
this attitude of the state was the complete independence of public education from state influence 
in religious matters. Accordingly, religious education is not a subject of instruction in Japanese 
schools, but moral instruction is given which is based on the teachings of the most outstanding 
founders of religion and sages of mankind. In view of such a deep-rooted condition of the public 
institutions and the public spirit, no Japanese statesman could even contemplate the experiment 
of introducing any kind of state religion, even if such an idea were not so remote from all leading 
personalities as is actually the case. Finally, it must be emphasized that the assumption that the 
rule of any religion could at once be imposed on the Japanese people by a higher command 
betrays as complete an ignorance of the political maturity and the cultural level of this nation as 
it does of the legal institutions of Japan. 
(E. K. Z.) 

The most bitter and dangerous opponent of the mission in India at the present time is 
an Englishwoman, Mrs. Besant, who has been travelling India on all sides for ten years in order 
to infuse new life and new power into Hinduism, and who, with a staff of European teachers, has 
established a "general Hindu college" in Benares. She does what she can to fight Christianity 
from here. The Maharajah of Benares has donated several gardens to it. The spirit of the college 
is distinctly anti-Christian and decidedly pagan. The hostility to Christianity goes so far that one 
teacher was urged to resign merely because he had once visited a missionary and accompanied 
his wife to church. The charm of her personality has induced a goodly number of English 
teachers, even a lady, to place themselves at her disposal. The highest English officials, anxious 
not to violate religious neutrality at any cost, and not to tread on the heels of the heathen Hindus, 
are often seen doing the strangest things and declaring Hindu idolatry to be on a par with 
Christianity. 
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What does the Lutheran Confession teach about the nature of 
justifying faith? 1) 


"Justify" means to pronounce the ungodly, who has deserved condemnation, 
free and absolved of sins, and to declare him God's child and heir. For the sinner, 
therefore, there can be no more important question than this: How do | arrive at this 
judgment of God concerning me? With the holy angels it is different: they are just, 
blessed children of God. But the sinner is under God's curse and wrath. For him, 
therefore, the question of all questions is and remains: How can | become righteous 
and blessed before God? And the answer is: Faith makes righteous and blessed. Of 
course, not everything that is rightly or wrongly called faith justifies. Not, for example, 
faith that has human truths or errors for its content. Nor the trust demanded by the 
first commandment, or the belief that God created me and still sustains me. Not the 
faith that God will save and hear us in all kinds of trouble and danger. Not the faith 
that moves mountains and performs great miracles. Nor faith that the Scriptures are 
inspired from beginning to end. The faith that justifies a man is something very 
definite, namely, confidence in Christ and his merit, or in the promise of the gospel 
of the sinner's justification before God and the forgiveness of all his sins for Christ's 
sake. Only this fides specialis, when the sinner takes comfort in the fact that he has a 
gracious God for Christ's sake, is the fides salvans and justificans. "Et haec fides" - 
writes the Apology - "facit discrimen inter hos, quibus contingit salus, et illos, quibus non 
contingit. Fides facit discrimen inter dignos et indignos, quia vita aeterna promissa est 


justificatis, fides autem justificat." (Miller, p. 146, § 226.) "Again, as often as the 


1) The following is a section from a work begun last year and presented to the "St. Louis 
One Day Conference:" "Faith in Justification." 
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When Scripture speaks of faith, it means the faith that is built on pure grace." (S. 97, 
8 56.) 

The question now, with which we want to deal in more detail in the following, 
is not: Who works this justifying faith? Answer: God alone. Nor: What is the object 
or correlate of this faith? Answer: The justification or absolution offered in the Gospel. 
Neither: In what relation does this faith justify? Answer: Not with reference to what it 
is, or to anything that precedes or follows it in change in man, but solely with 
reference to its object or content. Neither, As what does faith come into consideration 
in justification? Answer: Not as a moving or meritorious cause, but as a means to an 
end. Neither: what are in man the prerequisites and consequences of faith? Answer: 
Prerequisites: Knowledge of sin and repentance; consequences: Sanctification and 
good works. All these and similar points of view we shall now leave to the left, and 
confine ourselves as much as possible to answering the question, What is justifying 
faith, what is it in its nature? 

Faith makes righteous and blessed. He therefore that would be saved must 
believe. And now this faith is proprie not a suffering, but an act of man. Faith is an 
actus intellectus et voluntatis. The Christian believes; he is not believed. In justification 
man is not subjectum justificans, but subjectum justificandum; and in conversion man is 
subjectum convertendum, and not subjectum convertens. But in faith, man is not 


subjectum credendum, but subjectum credens. Faith itself is not a suffering, but a 
behavior of man. As unbelief is wrong, so faith is right conduct towards the grace 
offered. In faith, man's mind and will are not passive or indifferent, but active, 
especially the will. Faith is an act, a movement of the human will. Not to believe is 
not to will, and to believe is to will, "velle et accipere" or "velle accipere." To make 
believers out of unbelievers, for this we may also say, ex nolentibus facere volentes. 


When we describe faith, we cannot (the deponentia excepted) make use of the 
passive, but only of the active, of the corresponding verba. We can say, for example: 
to believe is to know, to trust, to seize, to grasp, to enjoy, to hear, to see, to taste, 
etc. But we cannot say: to believe is to be known, to be trusted, etc. We can only 
say: to believe. Certainly, when we believe, when we see and know Christ, we are 
at once and before known, apprehended, and taken hold of by God. But it does not 
follow from this that the act of faith is not an act, not a grasping, but a suffering of 


man. As an actual mere passive se habere, therefore, the 
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Faith cannot be called faith in this context. It is not wrong, but rightly spoken, to say 
that justifying faith is an act, actus intellectus et voluntatis. Of Abraham it is written, 


Extotevoe de 'Afpad tw #ey. Rom. 4, 3. Gen. 15, 6. "Abraham" is 

the subject; "believed" is the predicate. Now what kind of statement is this? One 
distinguishes categories (kinds of statements) of being, of quality, of place, of time, 
of relation, of doing, of having, of lying, and of suffering. Into which category does 
the predicate "believed" fall? As for place, time, and relation, they do not come into 
question at all in our judgment. Nor is there a statement of essence, for man remains 
aman whether he believes or not. Our judgment is evidently not an actual statement 
of a quality either, although faith may assume the nature of a quality. But even then, 
when faith has become a condition (state of faith) in man, even as such it is not a 
mere dormant quality in man, as, e. g., greatness and heaviness in the body, but a 
continuous act of the will, a constant, habitual cognition, trust, grasping, etc., of faith. 
Even when faith becomes a property, it does not lose its original nature of activity. 
Faith, too, as a state, habitus, or quality of man, has Christ's merit only because it 
grasps and holds it. If habitual faith were no longer a grasping, it would no longer be 
faith. Nor is faith as a state a mere quiescent quality. If we now combine the other 
categories of doing, having, lying, and suffering into those of activity and passivity, 
or activity and suffering, then everyone knows where the predicate in the above 
sentence falls. As hearing, seeing, eating, drinking, enjoying, etc., are acts. Are acts, 
so also "believe" or trust. Believing is an act of the mind and will, an act in the fullest 
sense of the word. As it is an act of the will when man pushes away the grace offered, 
so it is an act of the will when man accepts the grace. In both cases it is an act of 
man's will, in the former an act of man's will caused by man himself, and in the latter 
an act of man's will caused by the Holy Spirit. We do not speak figuratively or 
inauthentically when we call faith an act. And he who denies that faith is by its nature 


an act of the will, a velle, falsifies the concept of faith. Of course, if in another 
connection passivity is contrasted, not with activity in general, but with productive 
activity, and then one declares, for instance, "Fides . . . per modum instrumenti passivi 
concurrit ad justificationem" (Osiander! ), ,,fides, . . . qua justificat, est nuda apprehensio 


beneficiorum Christi passiva" (Quenstedt? ), "fides in justificatione ,nullam vel 


1) Baieri Compendium II, p. 269. 2) p. 149. 
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It is because faith in justification is organum apprehendens and not "operativum 
instrumentum justificationis nostrae" (Carpzov 2), not a means which presents, effects, 
or brings about justification, but accepts the same; or because faith in justification 
does not give or give anything to God, but allows itself to be given and given by God,- 
this thought is not false. 3) 


1) Baieri Compendium III, p. 270. 2) p. 268. 

3) Man is justified; he does not justify himself; he does not bring about his own justification. 
He who deals with works in justification wants to justify himself. But we cannot acquire 
justification; we can only accept it as a gift. This contrast of receiving and bringing about ourselves 
is what Luther had in mind when he said, "Tota enim ratio justificandi quoad nos passiva est." 
The passage reads in context, "Ita homines, cum premuntur conscientiae, jam huc jam illuc 
cursitant, jam hoc jam aliud opus instituunt: ita sibi ipsis tantum cumulant pericula et labores 
inutiles, cum hic unus verus et certus modus sit sanandae conscientiae, quem David hic 
adspersionem vocat, qua auditur et accipitur verbum. Tota enim ratio justificandi quoad nos 
PASSIVA est. Nos autem cum sumus sanctissimi, volumus active justificari, hoc est, nostris 
operibus, sed nihil hic a nobis agi,. nihil suscipi debet, praeter hoc unum, ut adhibeamus 
aurem, sicut psal. 45. etiam monet, et credamus ea, quae nobis dicuntur. Hic solus auditus est 
auditus laetitiae, et hoc solum est, quod nos facimus per Spiritum Sanctum in justificationis 
causa." (Opp. exeg. 19, p. 98.) The same writes: "Ista autem excellentissima justitia, nempe 
fidei, quam Deus per Christum nobis absque operibus imputat, nec est politica, nec 
ceremonialis, nec legis divinae justitia, nec versatur in nostris operibus, sed est plane diversa, 
hoc est, mere PASSIVA justitia (sicut illae superiores activae). Ibi enim nihil operamur aut 
reddimus Deo, sed tantum recipimus, et patimur alium operantem in nobis, scilicet Deum. 
Ideo libet illam fidei seu Christianam justitiam appellare passivam justitiam. Haecque est 
justitia in mysterio abscondita, quam mundus non in- telligit, imo Christiani non satis eam 
tenent et difficulter in tentationibus apprehendunt. Ideo semper est inculcanda et assiduo usu 
exercenda. Et qui eam in afflictionibus et terroribus conscientiae non tenet aut apprehendit, 
non potest consistere. Nulla enim alia tam est firma ac certa consolatio conscientiarum, quam 
illa passiva justitia." (Opp. lat. 1, p. 14.) The verba which we have emphasized by printing 
(auditur, accipitur, a nobis agi, adhibeamus, faciamus, recipimus, patimur, tenent, 
apprehendunt) show that Luther, just when he speaks of "passiva justitia," does not deny that 
justifying faith is an act of the will, a velle et accipere. What Luther vigorously rejects in these 
passages is this, that justification is "the result of the sinner laboring in good works." And when 
Luther, in his interpretation of Gen. 12:4, says of faith that it is "rather an affliction than an effect," 
he means to emphasize this, that faith is not a drowsy and idle thought, not of human origin, but 
a living and mighty thing in the heart, a work of the Holy Spirit in man. The passage, then, in 
context, reads, "Est enim fides res vivax et potens: non est otiosa cogi- 
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Faith is an act. Our confession also teaches this. It is true that it does not use 
this word. But the expressions by which it designates and describes faith, all fall into 
the category of activity, and not into that of passivity. The Concordia Formula writes 
of faith (Sol. Decl., p. 612, § 10 f..): "Which goods are brought to us in the promise of 
the holy gospel by the Holy Spirit, and faith alone is the only means by which we 
may lay hold of them, accept them, and apply and appropriate them to ourselves, 
which is a gift of God, by which we may rightly know and trust in Christ our Saviour 
in the word of the gospel," etc. (Also p. 528, § 6.) Further, p. 616, § 31: "Faith is the 
only means and instrument by which and through which we may receive and accept 
God's grace.... to receive and accept." Further, p. 623, § 57: It is the obedience of 
Christ "upon which faith relies for God," "qua fides nostra coram Deo nititur." (Likewise 
p. 616, § 30.) Further, p. 623, § 58: "Fides nostra respicit in personam Christi." "And so 
faith looks to the person of Christ." Finally, p. 528, § 9: Christians are to "doubt 
neither their righteousness, which is imputed to them by faith, nor their salvation" (- 
the antithesis of believe. F. B.), "but hold before certain (firmiter illis statuendum ess), 
that for Christ's sake, by virtue of the forgiveness of Christ, they have been saved. 
and word of the holy gospel have a gracious God". - According to the Concordia 
formula, therefore, to believe is as much as to take hold of, to accept, to apply and 
appropriate, to know rightly, to trust, to receive, to rely upon, to niti, to see, to 
respicere, to consider certain, etc.; and not, for instance, to take hold of, to accept, to 
know - to be known. 

In the Apology it is said of faith: It "builds on pure grace" and "receives as a 
gift" from a rich treasure. (P. 97, 8 56.) Faith is, "since | let God give and give to me, 
since we receive from him what he promises and lays hold of." (P. 96, 8 49. P. 108, 
§ 113. 114.) He "feels comfort," and "relies on grace and mercy." (P. 97.) He 
"receives and feels forgiveness of sin." (P. 98, 8 63.) "Fides concipit consolationem." 
(p. 98, § 62.) He "grasps (accipit) the promise." (P. 97, 8 56. P. 130, § 126.) Faith 
speaks: | "hold to the promise" and "vertatio, nec innat cordi, sicut anser aquae: sed 
sicut aqua igni calefacta, etsi aqua manet, tamen non amplius frigida, sed calida et 
prorsus alia aqua est, ita fides, Spiritus Sancti opus, aliam mentem et sensus alios 
fingit, ac prorsus novum facit hominem. Est igitur fides operosa, difficilis et potens 
res: ac si vere aestimare volumus, magis est passio, quam actio ; mutat enim 
animos et sensus: et cum ratio praesentibus soleat niti, fides absentia complectitur, 
et ea contra rationem praesentia esse judicat. Atque haec causa est, quod non, Sicut 
auditus omnium est, ita etiam fides sit omnium: pauci enim credunt. Reliqua 


multitudo praesentibus rebus, quas tangit et palpat, potius, quam verbo vult niti." 
(Erl. ed. 3, 107. St. L. ed. |, 756.) 
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let and venture on the gracious promise”. (p. 97, §59.) Faith is fiducia misericordiae. 
(P. 97, §58.) To believe is to be "rightly certain," "scire," that we are forgiven of sin 
(p. 128, §118); to "rightly know and trust in Christ" (p. 528, §6); “assentiri promissioni" 
(p. 95, § 48); "confidere nomine Christi" (p. 105, § 99); "knowing (beneficia nosse) the 
beneficence (of Christ), that is, truly (proprie et vere) believing in Christum." (P. 106, 
§ 101. P. 108, § 113.) "Fides accipit a Deo oblata beneficia" (P. 96, § 49); accipit 


promissionem. (P. 96, § 53.) "Fides utitur mediatore, recognizes him as mediator." (p. 


89, § 18.) Faith means Christum "needing him as a united mediator," "eo uti 


mediatore." (P. 101, § 81. P. 140, § 193.) The word "apprehend," "thereby is promised 
mercy, and hold the same against God's wrath"; "opponimus misericordiam irae ac 
judicio Dei" (P. 102, § 82). - All these expressions, and many others which the 
Apology employs for "believe," denote activeness, not passiveness. In the passage 
which bears the superscription, "Quid sit fides justificans," it is most emphatically said, 
"Sed illa fides, quae justificat, non est tantum notitia historiae, sed est assentiri promissioni 
Dei.... Et ne quis suspicetur tantum notitiam esse, addemus amplius: est velle et accipere, 


oblatam promissionem remissionis peccatorum et justificationis." (p. 95, § 48.) According 
to the Apology and the Lutheran Confession in general, therefore, faith is an act of 
man, of his will as well as of his understanding. 

If, therefore, in the above manner, activity and passivity are contrasted, and 
the word "activity" is used to denote a full activity, but the expression "passivity" is 
used to deny it, and then it is asserted that faith in justification is purely passive and 
not active, this is wrong. As certainly as taking, seizing, and grasping are not 
suffering but activity, so certainly are believing and trusting not passivity but activity. 
Man believes; he does not suffer faith. In justification faith is neither passive nor 
indifferent, but active. Faith accepts the proffered forgiveness of justification. What 
God gives in word, faith grasps and takes and holds. Faith is a velle, an act of the 
will of man. Justifying faith can therefore be described not only as hearing, seeing, 
and tasting, but also as stretching out one's hand and coming to Christ. Faith, the 
taking hand of man, must take hold of the giving hand of God. And as the offering of 
grace is a coming of Christ to man, so faith is a coming of man to Christ. In the third 
article, therefore, faith is also called a coming to Christ. And when Christ says, "No 
man can come unto me, except the Father draw him," and again, "Whosoever 
cometh unto me, him will | not cast out. 
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come", so also here the expression "come" is only a figurative designation of faith. 
To draw = convertere; to come = credere. The Apology remarks on Matth. 11, 28. 
"Come ye hither unto me," "Venire ad Christum est credere, quod propter Christum 


remittantur pec- cata." (P. 173, § 44.) Admittedly, in both cases (stretching forth of 
hands - coming) the tertium must not be exceeded. But this tertium is the truth that 
faith is not passivity, but activity, an act of the will of man, a real taking and grasping 
of God's grace on the part of man. God does not merely come to man, and does not 
merely stretch out his hand to man, but faith, this velle et accipere of man, also takes 
hold of Christ and comes to him, moves toward him. The fact that man's taking and 
coming is a consequence and fruit of God's coming and reaching out to man remains 
untouched. God comes in the Gospel and draws us to Himself so that we come. And 
when we say, "Faith is an act of man's will," it does not follow that man himself 
produces this act in himself. Man believes, he performs this act, but faith is wrought 
solely by the Holy Spirit. But just as it does not follow from the sentence, "Man 
believes," so it does not follow: "Neither does it follow from the other sentence, "The 
Holy Spirit worketh faith,” that it is not man, but the Holy Spirit in man, who believes. 
There is no substitutionary faith. We are justified by a strange merit, but not by a 
strange faith. | believe, | must believe, know, will, take hold, accept, - but not I, but 
the Holy Spirit works this in me. But these are thoughts that do not want to be 
developed here, but only hinted at, in order to prevent gross misunderstanding. 

Justifying faith is an act of man: actus intellectus et voluntatis. And this act God 
wills; to this act God calls; God demands faith; not, of course, in the law, but in the 
gospel. Word, baptism, and supper, which offer the promise of the gospel, require 
faith. When God draws near to the sinner with his promise of grace, he earnestly 
desires man to believe it, to accept the goods offered him. God offers forgiveness to 
the sinner, and in doing so, at the same time challenges and commands him: "Now 
believe this! Now take hold of it! Do not let this be said to you in vain and offered in 
vain! Make use of the grace. To thee have | implored it, and | will, earnestly will, that 
thou receive the same!" The gospel demands faith. God is very serious about his will 
of grace, just as serious as he is about his will of law. And this will of God consists 
precisely in this, that we believe, that we accept grace, and so become blessed. (See 
the third petition.) God wills that all men be helped, 
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1. e., he wants them to believe. God is not willing that any should perish; i. e., he 
earnestly desires that no man should reject the grace offered him. He gives all men 
on every side to repent, i. e., to believe. "Repent, and believe the gospel."-"Believe 
on the Lord Jehovah Christ." Such is the divine demand and exhortation wherever 
the gospel is sounded. The gospel demands the act of the will, which we call faith. 
This is also emphasized in our confession. According to the Concordia formula, 
the gospel is "actually such a doctrine as teaches what a man ought to believe," 
"debeat," i. e., what he is obliged and bound to believe according to God's will; not 
what he may or may not believe when he feels like it. (P. 534, § 5.) Further, p. 637, 
8 19: The gospel "alone actually teaches and empowers to believe in Christ." See 
also p. 781, 8 18, and p. 718, 8 67, where John 6, 40. is quoted: "This is the will of 
him that sent me, that whosoever seeth the Son, and believeth on him, should have 
everlasting life." -And the Apology writes: "Where there is promise, God also requires 
faith." (P. 96, § 50.) Further, p. 144: "The gospel is the word that gives us to believe 
that God is gracious to us and wills to make us blessed for Christ's sake." Further, p. 
125, § 107: "Law does not make righteous, but the gospel, which means to believe 
that we have a gracious God for Christ's sake, not for our own doing." Pg. 145: "Then 
poor conscience must fall into despair, if it does not know that the gospel requires 
faith for this very reason, because we are unfit servants and have no merit." Again, 
p. 165, 8 59: It is God's "commandment" ("mandatum Dei") that we believe the 
Absolutton. At last p. 146, § 224: in human judgment let debitum and be certain, and 
misericordia uncertain. "Sed" - it continues literally - alia res est de judicio Dei. Hic enim 
misericordia habet claram et certam promissionem et mandatum Dei. Nam evangelium 
proprie hoc mandatum est, quod praecipit, ut credamus, Deum nobis propitium esse propter 


Christum." 

The gospel demands justifying faith, not the law, at least not direct. Why? 
Because the law itself knows nothing of the gospel, nor does it teach faith for the 
remission of sins. Therefore the law cannot of itself prescribe and require Christian 
faith. However, in the first commandment the law also demands faith: to trust is to 
believe. But originally, and in the light of the divine law, this demand can only refer 
to words, commandments, and promises within the limits of the law, and not to things 
of which the law of itself knows nothing. Of course, when the seemingly impossible 
happens, when God really comes with the gospel, offering forgiveness to sinners in 
his word, then we must believe. 
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offers and demands faith, so also here the law does not contradict. Here, too, both 
law and gospel are not contrary to each other. Then (hypothetically) the law also 
says: "If the promise of the gospel, of which | know nothing myself, is a divine 
promise, a word of God, then man also owes it faith, unconditional faith, strong, 
steadfast, unwavering, perfect faith, for man must believe every word of God, and 
cursed is everyone who does not do so, or does not do as he ought. This is the law. 
And if a man refuses to believe it, and rejects the gospel in unbelief, the law, and 
not the gospel, falls upon him, and curses him as a man doubly worthy of 
condemnation, who has trampled under foot not only God's holiness, but also the 
earnestness of his love and grace. Thus, while the law does not require faith in 
Christ, it punishes unbelief. And the gospel, though it demands faith, does not 
punish unbelief. The Formula of Concord writes, p. 534, § 3-5: "We believe, teach, 
and confess that the law is actually a divine doctrine, which teaches what is right 
and pleasing to God, and punishes everything that is sinful and contrary to God's 
will. Therefore everything that punishes sin is and belongs to the preaching of the 
law. But the gospel is really such a doctrine, which teaches what a man ought to 
believe who has not kept the law and is condemned by it, namely, that Christ has 
atoned for and paid for all sin, and has obtained and acquired for him, without any 
merit on his part, forgiveness of sins, righteousness acceptable before God, and 
eternal life." That "unbelief" is also included in the above axiom is clearly stated in 
the first paragraph of the article "On the Law and the Gospel" by the question. And 
in the Solida Declaratio it says: "Thus the law punishes unbelief when one does not 
believe God's word. Since therefore the gospel, which alone actually teaches and 
empowers to believe in Christ, is God's word, the Holy Spirit, through the ministry of 
the law, also punishes unbelief, because they do not believe in Christ, which gospel 
alone actually teaches of the saving faith in Christ." So: the law does not teach 
saving faith, but punishes unbelief, and the gospel alone teaches this faith, but does 
not punish unbelief. This is clear! But if the law does not teach this faith, it cannot 
require it directly, but only indirectly and hypothetically, as shown above. 1) 


1) The gospel demands faith, but does not punish sin, not even the sin of unbelief. But the 
gospel does claim to be the only salvation for the sinner. The gospel is Not: Christ is One Way, 
and faith in Him One Means of Life, but: Christ is the only way, and faith is the only means to 
blessedness. The 
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But also the hypothetical demand of faith against the gospel on the part of the 
law is to be distinguished from the demand of faith in the gospel. Wherever the law 
demands faith for a word of God, even if this is the gospel, it does so legally. It 
demands faith as a work and achievement of man, as the corresponding moral 
conduct of man towards the Word of God. The law considers and demands faith sub 
specie legis et debiti, as man's moral debt and duty, but never sub specie finis et 


instrumenti, as a means to an end. At the same time, the requirement of the law, even 
when it is a matter of faith against the gospel, is not satisfied with anything less than 
absolutely perfect faith. Precisely because the law demands faith as the moral 
achievement of man, as the only moral response to a word of God, it does not 
tolerate any weaknesses, deficiencies, or infirmities in this faith. If such things are 
found in faith, as is the case with all Christians without exception, the law condemns 
even such weak faith against the gospel. The law condemns little faith, condemns 
the Christian precisely because of his imperfect faith. Weak, imperfect faith cannot 
stand before the forum of the law, which judges faith only by its moral goodness and 
perfection. And therefore, even on the basis of faith as a moral act, there is never an 
acquittal by the law, but always only a condemnation of man. The law always 
demands law, even if it hypothetically demands faith in the gospel. The law remains 
the law. 


The gospel cries out to the sinner: "The law has barred and closed all the gates of heaven to 
you. But you can still be helped. Christ is the way and the door of life: he alone! And there is 
salvation in no other, neither is there any other name given to men, wherein they shall be saved. 
Now it follows directly from this: He that rejecteth this way is lost. He that believeth, only he that 
believeth, shall be saved; from which it immediately follows: He that believeth not is damned. But 
even this immediate consequence from the truth of the gospel is no actual punishment of sin, no 
actual proof that unbelief is immoral and condemnable conduct, but the most emphatic 
declaration that faith in Christ is the only means to blessedness, and that therefore every one 
falls short of the end who spurns this means. Unbelief is a terrible sin, the most terrible of all sins, 
for it despises the grace of God, and tramples under foot the blood of Christ. But to put the matter 
thus, "Unbelief alone condemns, because it is the most horrible of sins," is misleading. Unbelief 
condemns, it alone, but not because it is the most horrible of sins, but because it spurns the only 
means to blessedness. That the Gospel in a wider sense (as the whole teaching of Christ and 
the Apostles) also, punishes sin, is self-evident. The same is true of the "preaching of the passion 


and death of Christ." This very sermon becomes actual Gospel only through the "pro nobis.” 
(See Concordia Formula, Art. V.) 
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How different the gospel is! It always remains gospel, even if it "demands" faith 
and "invites" faith! Why? Because the gospel does not demand faith as a moral act 
and performance, not as moral conduct, but as a means to an end. The Gospel 
demands faith, not because only in this way does man do what he is bound and 
obliged to do, but because only in this way is the end of the gracious divine will 
attained, because only in this way, through faith, does man come to own what God 
has intended for him in the Gospel. In the Gospel, it is not, as in the law, the morality 
of this act that plays the all-dominating part, but the expediency of it. In the gospel, 
too, faith comes into consideration as a concept of value, not, however, of the ethical 
or moral, but of the teleological or expedient sphere. Hence it is that the Gospel 
demands faith, faith alone, and not love, humility, patience, or other virtues. Faith is 
the only thing by which man can make the promise of the gospel his own; therefore 
and therefore alone (because it is the only means to an end) does the gospel require 
faith. That faith is a moral conduct has at first no meaning at all for the gospel. 
Therefore it is not considered as moral conduct in justification. It would be bad for 
the Christian if this were the case, for his faith is never perfect. But since the gospel 
requires faith only as a means to an end, the question whether faith is weak or strong, 
perfect or imperfect, is of no importance in justification. Here it is enough that it is 
faith, true faith. Before the law only perfect faith is valid, but in the gospel the weakest 
faith accomplishes its purpose as perfectly as the strongest. Both weak and strong 
faith are the right means to the end, and attain the same good of justification. 1) So 


also here in the demand of faith on the part of the law and the gospel, Si duo dicunt 


idem, non est idem. In addition to this, the gospel, by its earnest demand and 
exhortation to faith, produces faith, while the law, by its demanding and cursing, 
drives out the last remnants of faith. Yes, the demanding and calling of the gospel is 
at bottom only an intensified, emphatic, especially earnest giving and bestowing. It 
expresses only the great earnestness and hot desire with which God offers his grace 
to the sinner and wants to make him happy and blessed. In the Gospel, God only 
demands and requires of the sinner that he seek forgiveness from God. 


1) The Concordia Formula writes p. 662, § 69: "For whosoever believeth on the Son of 
God, whether with a strong (joyful, robusta fldes) or weak faith, hath eternal life." 
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and blessedness. In this way, the gospel remains the sweetest gospel, even when 
it demands it. 

Faith is an act of the will of man and has divine command. God demands faith, 
directly in the gospel and hypothetically in the first commandment. Thus it may be 
called the obedience, obedientia, worship, cultus, virtus, work, opus, of man. Nor is this 
merely because faith produces charity and other virtues and works commanded by 
God, but precisely because it is in itself the act of man to which God calls in the 
Gospel, the act which God requires and demands of man. Viewed also from the 
Gospel, faith is rightly called obedience, because it is essentially the acceptance of 
the divine promise, and thus real obedience to the good and gracious will of God 


revealed in the Gospel. Faith is obedientia, cultus, virtus, because it is right conduct 


(and we may also say moral conduct) towards a divine promise (that is, a word of 
God), because it is an act of the will of man corresponding to the will of God: a 
human velle corresponding to the divine velle. One about the other time Paul needs 
the verb dzayobe (| obey), the adjective (obedient), and the noun bayor (obedience) 
to denote thereby the saving faith. (See Cremer, p. 103 s.) 

But let us hear the Apology. S. 96, § 49, it writes of the cultus of faith as 
distinguished from the cultus of the law: "From this it is easy to notice the distinction 
between faith and between the piety that comes through the law. For faith is such a 


worship (cultus) and LATREIA, as | give myself and allow to be given to me. 

(quae accipit a Deo oblata beneficia). The righteousness of the law is such a service to 
God (Aatpeia), which worships God by our works (nostra merita). So God wants to be 
honored through faith" [faith, however, is a way of honoring God, that is, cultus Dei], 
"that we receive from him what he promises and worships." Immediately on the 
following page (97, 8 57) the reliance on God's mercy (the velle accipere 
promissionem) is called "hic cultus, haec hatpsia," "the greatest, holiest worship," 
"praecipuus cultus." (P. 97, 8 59. 60. 57.) "And such faith and trust in God's mercy is 
praised as the greatest, holiest worship, especially in prophets and psalms." (P. 97, 


8 57.) Further, p. 114, 8 33 on Luc. 7, 47: "The woman cometh to Christ with 
confidence, that she would obtain forgiveness of sin with him" [i.e., believing]; "that 


is rightly to know and honor Christ (Hic cultus est summus cultus Christi. Nihil potuit 
majus tribuere Christo). For greater honor cannot be done to Christ." Further, p. 140, 


8§ 187-191, where faith is one time over another called obedientia and cultus: ,,Fides 
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est obedientia erga evangelium, tantum propter hanc placet obedientia erga legem; fides reddit 
Deo honorem, reddit quod suum est; fides OBEDIT ACCIPIENS promissiones; cultus et Aatpeia 
evangelii est accipere bona a Deo; cultus in evangelic praecipuus est a Deo velle accipere 
remissionem; adversarii [Papists] de obedientia erga legem dicunt, non dicunt de obedientia 
erga evangelium." In the German text, p. 140 s., "To be righteous is called such 
obedience as God accepts for it. Now God will not accept our obedience in works for 
righteousness; for it is not a hearty obedience, because no man keepeth the law 
aright. Therefore he hath ordained another obedience, which he will accept for 
righteousness: that we may know our disobedience, and trust that we please God for 
Christ's sake, and not because of our obedience. Therefore to be righteous here is to 
be pleasing to God, not because of our own obedience, but out of mercy for Christ's 
sake." "Faith receives present reconciliation, and locks in the heart that God has 
forgiven sin, and that he is now gracious to me. And this is a high divine service, 
which serves God by giving him glory, and by keeping the mercy and promise so 
sure, that without merit he may receive and wait for all kinds of goods from him. And 
in this worship the heart is to be exercised and increased; of this the foolish sophists 


know nothing." That faith is virtus, cultus, obedientia, because it is precisely a real 
human velle corresponding to the gracious divine velle, is most clearly expressed on 
p. 125, where it 8 106 f. thus reads: "Imo sicut lex etiam maxima seu prima non justificat, 
ita nec maxima virtus legis. Sed illa virtus justificat, quae apprehendit Christum. .... . Haec 
autem virtus fides est. Nam, ut saepe dictum est, fides non tantum notitia est, sed multo magis 
velle accipere seu apprehendere ea, quae in promissione de Christo offeruntur. Est autem et 
haec obedientia erga Deum, velle accipere oblatam promissionem, non minus Aatpeia, quam 
dilectio. Vult sibi credi Deus, vult nos ab ipso bona accipere, et id pronuntiat esse verum 
cultum.' (Cf. p. 150, § 262.) 

Concerning the word "opus" or "work" in particular, the Holy Scriptures also use 
this expression to designate the saving faith. Joh. 6, 28. the Jews ask: "What shall 
we do, that we may work the works of God (14 épya tov #e0b) ? 

Do the works which God requires of us? Christ answers in the following verse: "This 
is the work of Goa" [10 épyo" tov “cou, the work which is to be done by God]. 


God requires’ of you, "that ye believe on him whom he hath sent." So saving faith is 
here denoted as the work of man, as the work which God requires of man. See also 


1 Thess. 1, 3. the phrase upwv 100 épyov ty¢ miotew¢. And as to the Apology. 
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On the one hand, it emphasizes directly and categorically that faith is a work of the 
Holy Spirit and that faith takes and has justification and forgiveness before it offers 


any work to God. P. 98, § 64, the Apology calls faith an "opus Spiritus Sancti." And 
the Concordia formula quotes from Luther: "So faith is a divine work in us, divinum 
quoddam opus in nobis." (P. 626, § 9.) The antithesis here is "the dead faith or delusion 


(vana fiducia, false confidence), which is there without repentance and without good 
work," which men "make up for themselves." (P. 627, § 15.) Justifying faith is an act 
of man, but not man himself, but God produces this faith in man. Faith is not a 
product of man. It did not arise from within man, but came into the innermost part of 
man from without. In the sense of "product or generation," therefore, faith is not an 
opus hominis. And since in justification faith merely takes and receives, and offers 
nothing at all to God, no work, no doing or leaving of its own, not even its own 
believing and grasping, for the sake of which God should forgive man, the Apology, 
in accordance with Scripture, also sets justifying faith in opposition to all man's own 
doing, working, or preparing. p. 95, § 48 f. it says: "And lest any man think that it is 
a mere knowledge of history, | add this, that the faith is, that my whole heart takes 
hold of the same treasure, and is not my doing, nor my giving, nor my work, nor my 
preparing, but that a heart comforts itself, and wholly trusts, that God gives to us, 
and gives to us, and we not to him, that he showers us with all the treasure of grace 
in Christ." Similarly, p. 108, § 113: "And because faith, before we do or work 
anything, only lets him give and receive, faith is counted to us for righteousness, as 
Abraham, before we love, before we do the law or any work." In these and similar 
passages our confession emphasizes the truth that in justification faith gives and 
produces nothing, but only receives and takes. In justification faith is not productively 
active, but receptively. The act of faith does not produce or bring about anything for 
the sake of which God justifies the sinner, but receives justification and forgiveness. 
Before man comes to any productive activity, before he loves or puts forth any work 
of his own, he is already justified by faith. On the other hand, there are also passages 
in the Apology that remind us of John 6:29. S. 103, § 86, it says: "Faith makes pious 


and righteous, not because our faith is such a deliciously pure work." Latin: "non quia 
sit opus per sese dignum.” The other passage is p. 96, § 55: "Nam fides non ideo justificat 


aut salvat, quia ipsa sit opus per sese dignum." This passage Justus Jonas 
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So indicatively translated, "For faith does not for this reason make pious and 
righteous for God, that it is in Himself our work and ours." The Concordia Formula 
(p. 612, § 13): "Then faith makes righteous, not for this and therefore that it is such 
a good work and beautiful virtue (quod ipsa tam bonum opus tamque praeclara virtus sit), 
but because it grasps and accepts the merit of Christ in the promise of the holy 
Gospel." - If, therefore, by the sentence, "Faith is a work of man, opus hominis," we 
do not mean to say that man himself produces and brings forth faith, nor that faith 
is a work of the law, and is to be considered as a work in justification, or even that it 
brings about justification itself, but only this, that faith is a real act of the will of man, 
and thus identifies opus and actus, there is no objection to it. 1) 


1) We do not deny that the bare statements that faith is virtus, obedientia, cultus, opus, 


etc., are liable to misunderstanding. By the word "Opus" (work) we do not as a rule think of 
activity in general, but of productive activity or the result of it. An opus is to us, as a rule, a 
product of our activity, something that we have put forth from ourselves, or the activity by which 


we bring something about. We call faith an opus Spiritus Sancti, because it is the result of the 


creative activity of the Holy Spirit. But if we were to call faith an opus hominis in the same sense, 
this would obviously be wrong, for man does not produce faith as his own work. And if faith were 
an opus hominis, produced by man, it could no longer be removed from justification as a 
meritorious work. This latter misunderstanding, as if faith were considered a meritorious work in 


justification, may also creep in with the predicates obedientia, virtus, and cultus. The Apology, 
therefore, provides the predicates in question with more detailed definitions, which exclude any 
misunderstanding. E. g. in the passages we have quoted: "Obedientia erga wangelium," "illa 


virtus, quae apprehendit Christum," etc. This caution is still necessary today. Not only the 
sects, but also the modern synergistic Lutheran theologians talk a lot about faith, but they have 
a completely wrong idea of its meaning in justification. To them faith justifies as a work. 
Therefore they also praise faith as the "deed," the "moral deed," the "most proper deed" of man. 
The Synodal Report of the Nebraska District of 1883 writes: "It is easy to fall into an error which 
overturns the whole doctrine of justification, namely, that faith in the transaction of justification 
is a work or a virtue: For indeed it is a work and a virtue; but not inasmuch as it is so, it justifies, 
but that it justifies, that the believer through faith has righteousness, life, and blessedness, is 
only because the justifying good is given to faith." That faith justifies not with reference to what 
it is in itself, but what it has, or what God gives it, can only be implied here. God, however, in 
justification looks at faith, but not both the act, and rather the object of it. The Apology writes, 


"Fides justificat aut salvat." (p. 96, § 56; SS, 69; 100,72; 114,31.) "Hanc fidem imputat Deus 


pro justitia coram ipso.” 
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Justifying faith is a real velle et accipere, an actus intellectus et voluntatis wrought 
by the Holy Spirit, ©er fides ficta or fucata or mortua opposite, we therefore call this 
faith, which as an act really seizes its object, true and living faith, fides vera et viva. 
To the Papists faith is a disinterested cognition of histories and doctrines, "Fidem"-it 
is said p. 150, 8 262 of the scholastics-"fidem intelligunt tantum notitiam historiae seu 
dogmatum, non intelligunt hanc virtutem esse, quae apprehendit promissionem gratiae et 
justitiae, quae vivificat corda in terroribus peccati et mortis." So one about the other time 
in the Apology. In opposition to this false conception of faith, this fides ficta et mortua, 
our Confession describes justifying faith as true and also as living faith, as fides vera 
et viva. The saving faith is not a self-made delusion of faith, not a mere imagination 
of faith, but an act wrought by the Holy Spirit, a movement of the will of man. To 
delusional faith we call fides justificans vera fides, and to dead faith fides viva. And so, 
when we call true faith living faith, we are not thinking first of the activity of faith in 
love and good works. When we say, "Living faith justifies," we do not mean, "Faith 


justifies in so far as it has good works," nor first and foremost, "Faith which has good 
works justifies," but: "True faith, which truly justifies Christ and his merit, 


(P. 114, § 31; 528, 5; 104, 88-93.) "Homines propter fidem (by reason of faith) sunt accepti.” 


(P. 99, § 71; 140, 187; 148, 247; 139, 184; 107, 106.) The above, however, is true of faith, or 
only of faith in union with its object. God looks at faith, that is, God looks at Christ's merit, with 
which faith is one thing, and apart from which there is also no act of faith. The Concordia Formula 


writes, p. 612, § 12: "Therefore considered and taken for one (itaque hae propositiones sunt 


aequipollentes et idem plane volunt), wnen Paul speaks that we are justified by faith, Rom. 3, 


or that faith is imputed to us for righteousness, Rom. 4; and when he saith that we are justified 
by the obedience of Christ the one Mediator, or that by one righteousness justification of faith 


(justificatio vitae) comes upon all men, Rom. 5," etc. "Propter Christum enim fides illa nobis 
ad justitiam imputatur." (p. 528, § 5.) And the Apology says: "Quoties nos de fide loquimur, 


intelligi volumus objectum" (not the act, but the object of faith). (P. 96, § 53. 55.) In justification 
God looks at faith not for what it is in itself, but for what it has. Nor does faith itself rely on the 
act of faith, but on the divine promise, which it grasps as its object. Faith does not believe in his 
faith, or in anything else in man. In short, "Faith justifies, not for our doing, but solely because it 
seeks and receives mercy." (S. 125, § 106.) 
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justifies him. However, we call faith living also because of its fruits, in which it reveals 
its life. And it is not wrong to say that only a faith that is alive in this sense (a faith 
that has good works) justifies. In the sight of God, faith which is active through love, 
which manifests itself through its fruits, is regarded as true, living faith. With the 
relative phrases, "which has good works" and "which is active through love," we do 
not, of course, give the reason why faith justifies, but we use them to describe faith. 
Faith, which justifies, is never without works, as our Confession ex professo shows. 
The Apology says (p. 130, § 130), and with it the Concordia Formula (p. 620, § 42): 
"Jacobus recte negat nos tali fide justificari, quae est sine operibus, hoc est, quae est mortua." 
The live 

Faith that justifies, that is, faith which has good works, is not false, but rightly spoken. 
This is only to say that works are necessary, not that they are necessary to 
justification or salvation. But this activity of faith through love is not the first and 
foremost reason why we call faith living in our confession. Even apart from its fruits, 
justifying faith is living faith. Faith is alive not only in sanctification, but also in 
justification. Life is the essence of faith because it is a real grasping of Christ and His 
merit. Spiritual life does not first arise in man as a fruit and consequence of faith, but 
justifying faith itself, the nuda apprehensio of justification and absolution, is essentially 
spiritual life in man. Therefore, it is not a reprehensible pietism, but rightly spoken, 
when one says: Fides viva justificat, living faith justifies. Why is this? Because 
justifying faith is not a vain delusion, not a dead thing, but a real act of the human 
will, a real grasping and grasping of grace. And when we speak of the life of faith, let 
us first of all emphasize this very thing, that faith is by its very nature real grasping 
of Christ and of His merit. Fides viva is here but another expression for fides vera. True 
faith and living faith are here interchangeable terms. In both cases we emphasize 
that faith is a real velle of man and not a mere delusion. And in both cases the 
opposition is not, in the first place, faith without work or love, but fides ficta and mortua, 
the mere imagination of faith, the mere mechanical knowledge of histories and 
doctrines, which is also found in devils and the ungodly; this is the opposition of fides 
vera and viva. We cannot, therefore, merely say that "living faith" justifies, but this is 
precisely what we always and everywhere mean when we speak of faith in 
justification. Only living faith justifies, because only true, real faith justifies. 


402What does the Lutheran Confession teach? 


Faith justifies and true, real faith is always an actual grasping of Christ and His merit. 

Let us now hear our confession. The Concordia formula distinguishes fictam et 
veram fidem, fictitious and true faith. The fictitious faith is found "with and beside an 
evil intention to sin and to act contrary to conscience". S. 619, § 42, the Concordia 
formula writes: "Many lazy, secure Christians imagine they have a delusion of faith, 
since they have no true faith." Accordingly, the Formula of Concord also speaks of 


"right-believers," "vere credentibus," true believers. (P. 611, § 4.) Only true faith 
justifies according to the Formula of Concord. And for "true" faith the Concordia 
formula also sets as an equivalent expression a "living faith." Only true, living faith 
is to her the justifying faith. She writes: "Sed postquam homo per fidem est justificatus, 
tum veram illam (sc. fidem justificantem) et vivam fidem esse per caritatem efficacem.” In 
the German text, "A true living faith (is) active through love." (p. 529, § 11.) "Vera et 
viva fides," "true living faith,"-this is one and the same thing, and by this faith man is 
justified. That is the clear statement here. As the fides justificans does not first 
become vé6ra through love, so neither does it first become VIVA through the same. 
But this "true living" faith (fides vera et viva) does become active through love. 
Therefore, according to this passage of the Formula of Concord, faith is not alive 
insofar as it is active (efficax) through love; but because justifying faith as such is 
"alive," therefore it is also manifested through the activity of love, therefore it is active 


in love. Because true faith, as really grasping the merit of Christ, is life, therefore 
through love it impels to a new holy life. It is through love that faith becomes 


efficacious, not alive. Faith is alive because it really takes hold of Christ. And an 
expression of this life is love with its works. Love is not the life of faith. The love and 
work of faith does not make it a living faith, but reveals it as such. The fides salvans 
et justificans is as such fides vera et VIVA. Thus teaches the Concordia formula. 1) 

In the same way the Apology distinguishes the fides ficta, fucata or mortua from 
the fides vera et viva. And the spiritual life of the soul is also to her the faith that grasps 
the strong consolation of forgiveness. 


1) The Concordia formula also identifies viva fides and vera fides. S. 541, §§ 19. 20, 
justifying faith is first described as viva fides, then vera fides is used for it. S. 543, § 39, the 


faithful are described as people "qui veram et vivam in Christum fidem habent," "the orthodox, 
who have a true, living, pure faith in Christ." 
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Faith gives life because it brings the certainty of the forgiveness of sins into the heart. 
And because justifying faith is life in itself, it is also efficacious through love. The new 
change in love, according to the Apology, is not the new spiritual life itself, but a 
manifestation of it. Of the fides specialis, qua credit unusquisque, sibi remitti peccata 


propter Christum, the Apology writes p. 95, 8 45: "And because the same is in 
righteous repentance, restoring [reviving] our hearts even in the terror of sin and 
death, by the same we are born again" [the assurance of pardon is the new life of 
the soul], "and by faith the Holy Spirit comes into our hearts, which renews our hearts, 
that we may keep God's law, love God rightly, etc." Law-keeping is a consequence 
of the new life, which is faith itself. Further, p. 98, 8 64 f.: "But if we speak of such a 
faith, which is not an idle thought, but such a new light, life, and power in the heart" 
[only another expression for fides viva], "which renews heart, mind, and courage, and 
makes of us a different man and a new creature, that is, a new light and work of the 
Holy Spirit, manly understand that we do not speak of such faith, which is mortal sin, 
as the adversaries speak of faith. For how can light and darkness be together? For 
faith, where it is, and while it is there, bringeth forth good fruit, as we shall say 
afterward." Here, too, it is emphasized that justifying faith as such is light and life, 
and that therefore death and darkness (life of sin) cannot remain beside it. - What 
the Apology understands by the new life of faith is also clear from the passage which 
immediately precedes the one just quoted. S. 98, § 62: "For the preaching of 
repentance, or this voice of the gospel, ‘Correct yourselves, do penance,' when it 
enters the hearts, terrifies the consciences, and is not a joke, but a great terror, since 
the conscience feels its sorrow and sin and God's wrath" [contritio passiva, vain dying]. 
"In the fright the hearts are to seek comfort again. This happens when they believe 
in the promise of Christ, that through Him we have forgiveness of sins. The faith 
which in such trembling and terror [dying] restores and comforts the hearts, receives 
and feels forgiveness of sin, makes righteous, and brings life; for the same strong 
consolation is a new birth and a new life." The assurance of the forgiveness of sins, 
or faith, is hereafter the new life in man. Faith does not first produce this life as fruit, 
it is this new life itself. The new truth of the gracious God in Christ, which faith takes 
hold of, brings the new life into the soul. In the Latin text it says § 62 f.: "Illa consolatio 


est nova et spiritualis vita. Haec plana et perspicua 
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sunt, et a piis intelligi possunt" [every Christian has experienced this], "et habent 
ecclesiae testimonia. [Adversarii nusquam possunt dicere, quomodo detur Spiritus Sanctus. 
Fingunt, sacramenta conferre Spiritum Sanctum ex opere operato sine bono motu accipientis, 


quasi vero otiosa res sit donatio Spiritus Sancti.]" - That faith, in so far as it grasps the 
promise, is new life in man, is also attested by the following passage (pp. 101, 8 78- 
81): "That is, sin terrifies the conscience; this happens through the law, which shows 
us God's earnestness and wrath against sin, but we are above through Christ. How 
does this happen? When we believe, when our hearts are restored, and hold fast to 
the promise of grace through Christ." "We lie whether" and "we are straightened up,” 
- these are but other names for the life of faith. See also p. 145, 8 217. on Act. 15, 
9. "He cleansed their hearts by faith," the Apology remarks: "Therefore faith, when 
the apostles speak of it, is not a bad knowledge of histories (otiosa notitia), but a 
strong powerful work of the Holy Spirit, which changes hearts (res, accipiens Spiritum 


Sanctum et justificans nos)." (P. 105, § 99.) Same to Hab. 2, 4. ("The righteous liveth 
by his faith"): "Secondly, he says that faith makes alive. For faith alone brings peace 
and joy to the heart and conscience and eternal life, which begins here in this life. 
Hic primum dicit homines fide esse justos, qua credunt Deum propitium esse, et addit, quod 


eadem fides vivificet, quia haec fides parit in corde pacem et gaudium et vitam aetemam." 
Also, p. 109, § 4, the new walk in the fear and love of God is presented as an 
expression of the spiritual life which faith brings. It says there: "Since faith now brings 
with it the Holy Spirit and works a new light and life in the heart, it is certain and 
follows from necessity that faith renews and changes the heart. And what manner 
of change of heart this is, the prophet signifieth, saying, | will put my law into their 
hearts. When we have now been born again through faith and have recognized that 
God wants to be gracious to us, wants to be our father and helper, then we begin to 
fear God, to love him, to thank him, to praise him, to ask all help from him and to 
wait, to be obedient to him even in tribulations according to his will. Then we also 
begin to love those who are nearest to us: for inwardly, through the Spirit of Christ, 
there is a new heart, mind, and courage." Even where the Apology enters from the 
Jacobusbries (p. 130, § 127-132), it distinguishes the life of faith from its actuation 
in good works. Of the fides ficta it is said here first: Jacob scolded "some lazy 
Christians, who had been too sure, made them think they had faith, when they were 
without faith. 
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Therefore he makes a distinction between living and dead faith". Of vera or viva fides 
it is then said, "Now we have often said what we call faith. For we do not call it faith, 
that one may know the evil histories of Christ, which is also in devils, but the new 
light and power which the Holy Spirit works in the hearts, by which we overcome the 
terrors of death, sin, etc. This we call faith." Of this faith it is then declared, p. 131: 
"The same faith, because it is a new divine light and life in the heart, by which we get 
a different mind and courage, is living, busy, and rich in good works. Therefore this 
is rightly said, that faith is not right which is without works." In the Apology, too, it is 
emphasized on every other occasion that the spiritual life of Christians is the comfort 
of the gospel, which faith appropriates to itself. Thus, for example, p. 173, § 44: 


"Quum credimus, vivificantur corda Spiritu Sancto per verbum Christi." And p. 174, § 47: 
,,Quia enim conscientia non potest reddi pacata nisi fide, ideo sola fides vivificat." (§ 48, 50. 
60. 36.) 


(Conclusion follows.) 
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The free conference of Milwaukee appointed a committee to meet as a 
preliminary conference and to prepare a bill for the conference to be held in Detroit. 
The committee met in Chicago, deliberated for two days on the matter in dispute, 
and in turn resolved that within the committee each side should set forth in writing its 
own and the opposing position in regard to the rule of faith, so as to determine, if 
possible, the point in dispute. This written statement was to be exchanged within the 
committee, then reviewed again prior to the convening of the large assembly in 
Detroit, and possibly used as a template for the negotiations in Detroit. The former 
has been done. Mr. D. Stellhorn, on behalf of the Ohio and lowa members of the 
committee, has set forth their position thetically and antithetically in writing. The 
undersigned has done the same with regard to the position of the members of the 
Synodal Conference and the Norwegian Synod. Both statements were approved by 
the respective members of the committee. However, when they met again the day 
before the Detroit Conference, the Ohio side, in particular, had reservations about 
submitting the written statements of both sides to the large assembly. They were 
content to allow the Assembly to deal with the two questions: What is the analogy 
between the 
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faith, and how is it to be used? However, because we now see that the opposing 
side cites from the written accounts that have not been presented, we consider it 
better to print those written accounts. 


Exposition of the Members of the Synods of Ohio and lowa, Adopted by 
D. Stellhorn. 


I. 
There is agreement on the following principles: 
1. The Holy Scriptures are the only source of Christian doctrine. 


2. The articles of faith are to be taken only from the perfectly clear passages 
of Scripture as the proper seats of doctrine. 

3. Dark places are to be interpreted according to the clear ones. 

4. No interpretation of Scripture may violate the Central Article of Justification. 
5. All articles of faith are related to each other. 


ll. 

We disagree in answering the question: To what extent is the connection 
between the articles of faith recognizable to the Christian, and what is therefore to 
be understood by the analogy of faith, according to which all interpretation of 
Scripture must be guided? 

a. The Synodal Conference thus stands: The totality of Christian doctrines 
forms for us men here on earth only a summa or collection, not a harmonious whole 
or system recognizable to the Christian, and therefore the analogy of faith consists 
only in this, that in each individual doctrine the clear passages which deal with that 
doctrine, and these alone, form the standard according to which the dark passages 
in question may be interpreted. 

b. The lowa and Ohio Synods, on the other hand, maintain that Christian 
doctrines form a harmonious whole or system, recognizable to the Christian, 
especially the theologian, which is taken and composed from the perfectly clear 
passages of sacred Scripture. This organic whole, as the highest standard of 
scriptural interpretation, is still above parallelism or the comparison of scriptural 
passages dealing with the same doctrine; in other words, it forms the analogy of 
faith. 


Presentation of the members of the Synodal Conference and of the 
Norwegian Synod, written by F. P. 
I. 

The Synodal Conference and the Norwegian Synod understand by analogy or 
rule of faith the clear Scripture itself, that is, the summa of the doctrines which are 
singled out and compiled from the passages of Scripture dealing with the individual 
doctrines. Also about the 
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As to the connection of the individual doctrines with one another, according to the 
position of these church bodies, only so much is to be said of them as is revealed by 
Scripture itself. 

The synods of lowa and Ohio understand by analogy of faith not the clear 
Scripture itself, but "Scripture" in so far as it is brought into the context which seems 
necessary to the theologian, that is, which is in accordance with reason. 


Il. 

As a result, we also disagree factually on the following principles : 
1. "Holy Scripture is the only source of Christian doctrine." The Synodical 
Conference and the Norwegian Synod understand this sentence as it reads. The 
Synods of lowa and Ohio limit this sentence to this: Only so much is to be taken from 
Scripture as doctrine as fits into the context to be established by the theologian. 
2. "The articles of faith are to be taken only from the clear passages of 
Scripture, the sedes doctrinae." The Synodical Conference and the Norwegian Synod 
understand this sentence as it reads. The Synods of lowa and Ohio adopt it with the 
qualification that even from the clear passages of Scripture only those things are to 
be taken as doctrine which fit into the context to be established by the theologian. 
3. "Dark passages are to be interpreted according to the clear ones." The 
Synodal Conference and the Norwegian Synod understand this sentence as it reads. 
The other side does not want to interpret the dark passages according to the clear 
passages, but according to the context in which the theologian has placed the clear 
passages. 
4. "All articles of faith are related to one another." The Synodical Conference 
and the Norwegian Synod understand context to mean the context given in Scripture. 
The lowa and Ohio Synods understand context to mean the context constructed by 
the theologian. 
5. "Scripture is to be interpreted by analogy of faith." In the sense of the 
Synodal Conference and the Norwegian Synod, it says: .Scripture is to be interpreted 
by Scripture, because to them the analogy of faith is nothing outside of Scripture. In 
the sense of the lowa and Ohio Synods, the phrase says: "Scripture is to be 
interpreted not by Scripture itself, but according to the context into which the 
theologian has placed the doctrines of Scripture, that is, according to a standard 
external to the revelation of Scripture. 
6. "No interpretation of Scripture shall violate the Central Article of 
Justification." The Synodal Conference and the Norwegian Synod understand the 
article of justification to mean the doctrine that a man is 
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is justified by grace for Christ's sake through faith. To them, "grace" includes this, 
that faith is a gift of God's free grace. The Synods of lowa and Ohio limit "grace" in 
that they allow faith to come about through the better conduct of man, in that the 
man who is converted refrains from courageous resistance in comparison with 
others. 


These are the written accounts of both sides, which came about within the 
committee. The reader may now judge for himself on which side the truth is. 

1. To the representatives of the Synods of lowa and Ohio the rule of faith is 
something subjective, namely, the human view of the necessary connection of the 
doctrines revealed in the holy Scriptures. To us, on the other hand, the rule of faith 
is something objective, the clear teaching of Scripture itself, without any admixture 
of human opinion about the content and connection of the teachings. (2) To the 
representatives of the Synods of lowa and Ohio, the rule of faith lies outside 
Scripture, namely, in the human subject which establishes the connection, the 
"harmonious whole or system." To us, on the other hand, the rule of faith lies wholly 
within Scripture, because to us the rule of faith is nothing other than clear Scripture 
itself. (3) By interpreting Scripture according to their concept of the analogy of faith, 
the representatives of the Synods of lowa and Ohio interpret Scripture according to 
human views of a necessary connection. By interpreting Scripture according to the 
rule of faith, we interpret Scripture by Scripture, or we let Scripture interpret itself. (4) 
In the adversarial definition of the rule of faith, and in the adversarial use of it in the 
interpretation of Scripture, the whole of Christian doctrine comes to stand out of 
subjective human opinion, or the ego of the theologian. The whole principle of 
Scripture is fundamentally abjured. In our definition of the rule of faith and in our use 
of it in the interpretation of Scripture, Holy Scripture remains the only source and 
norm of Christian doctrine. 

What is the inner reason for the elimination of the principle of Scripture among 
our opponents? It is this: In the doctrine of conversion and election to grace, the 
opponents have established a proposition that lies outside Scripture. Thus, in order 
to justify this proposition, they also need a source and standard located outside of 


Scripture. The proposition lying outside Scripture is the doctrine of a causa discriminis 
in homine. In one form or another, lowa and Ohio and all the synergists teach that 


the people who are converted and saved, resp, are elect, have a lesser guilt before 
God, resist less, behave better, etc. This 


On the analogy or rule of faith. 409 


causa discriminis in homine they want to hold on to by all means. They call God a God 
of arbitrariness, partiality, blind fatuity, etc., who should convert and make blessed, 
resp. have chosen, those who are in completely the same guilt with those who are 
lost, who behave just as badly, who resist just as hostilely, etc. Therefore one must 
assume - so demand all synergists since Melanchthon - that those who are blessed 
are in lesser guilt and somehow behave better. But whence now to take a proof of 
this position? Scripture is against the same. Not only do the scriptural passages 
which deal with eternal election exclude the possibility of lesser guilt or better conduct 
on the part of man, but also the scriptural passages which describe the general way 
of salvation teach only this, that God, according to his gracious good pleasure, works 
in Christ to will and to do. What then is to be done, when all the clear statements of 
Scripture are against us? We must look for a supreme source and standard hovering 
over all the clear statements of Scripture, a source and standard that gives and 
allows to stand what the clear statements of Scripture do not give and do not allow 
to stand. This supreme source and norm is created by an "analogy of faith,” which is 
supposed to exist in the connection of doctrines constructed by the theologian. As 
the Calvinists, in the name of the "analogy of faith" or the "necessary connection" 
between common grace and grace alone, demand that common grace be "restricted" 
and that all passages dealing with common grace be "interpreted" accordingly, so all 
synergists since Melanchthon demand, by virtue of the "analogy of faith" or the 
"necessary connection," that "sole grace" be "restricted" by assuming "a cause of 
difference in man," and that all passages of Scripture which teach sola gratia be 
"interpreted" accordingly. Melanchthon energetically demands: since the grace of 
God is universal, there must necessarily be a cause of difference (causa discriminis) 
in us men; David must behave better than Saul. The same demand is made by our 
opponents, invoking the "analogy of faith." The opposing "analogy of faith" in the 
doctrine of conversion, of preservation in faith, of election by grace, and also of the 
general way of salvation, is truly in concreto nothing else than the causa discriminis in 


homine, that is, the proposition contrary to Scripture, that in man, in his lesser guilt, 
in his lesser reluctance, etc., there must somehow lie a reason or explanatory ground 
of his conversion and blessedness. This causa discriminis in homine is what one means- 


whether one is conscious of it or not-when one goes on at length about the "analogy 
of faith." This also came out in Detroit, when one of the main speakers on the 


opposing side declared: a main piece in the analogy is the human choice- 
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freedom. Not all our opponents speak thus. But all our opponents who, in the 
doctrine of conversion, of the election of grace, and of the general way of salvation, 
operate against us by the "analogy of faith," have in mind, consciously or 
unconsciously, by the "analogy of faith," always that "little point" which lies in man, 
and which is supposed to be decisive for conversion and blessedness. What that 
speaker called "freedom of choice," others call "refraining from willful resistance," 
right conduct toward the means of grace, ability to convert or not to convert, self- 
determination, etc. That speaker did not go far enough. He should have called 
"freedom of choice" not merely a "main piece" but the only piece in the "analogy of 
faith". 

By the way, this has always been the case when people within the Christian 
church have invoked the analogy of faith against a teaching of Scripture. The 
"analogy of faith" was then regularly understood to mean the analogy of unbelief, 
namely, one's own false proposition. When, for example, the Resormirtes appealed 
to the "analogy of faith" against the essential presence of the body and blood of 
Christ, they did not mean the faith revealed in Scripture, but their own proposition, 
established without and against Scripture: Finitum non est capax infiniti, the finite is 
not capable of the infinite; therefore the human body of Christ cannot be 
omnipresent, and so also not in the Lord's Supper. F.P. 


Recent Pentateuch Criticism. 


(Continued.) 
Il. 
Consideration of some main objections to the Mosaic writing of the 
Peutateuch. 
5. 

Among the reasons that are repeatedly asserted against the unity and Mosaic 
version of the Pentateuch, this one also plays a leading role, namely, that there are 
numerous repetitions and contradictions in the Book of Five. Cornill says: "But it is 
not enough that the Mosaic version is untenable in view of such passages: 1) one 
must, as first Peyrerilis recognized and then Spinoza further elaborated, go one step 
further. One cannot even regard the Pentateuch as the coherent work of One Author. 
There are numerous parallel narratives, double, even triple reports of the same 
event, which by no means always coincide, but are often virtually one and the same. 


1) Cf. on this "L. u. W.", April issue, p. 156 ff. 
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Furthermore, numerous anachronisms, certain chronological statements in 
individual narratives, which cannot be reconciled at all with the facts and the whole 
representation in others". 1) And Steuernagel remarks in his third paragraph under 
the heading: "The necessity and possibility of different authors involved in the 
Pentateuch (Hexateuch)" as follows: "It is a remarkable fact that in the Pentateuch 
there are a large number of double reports and contradictions, yes, that in some 
cases not only two, but even three and more statements are found about one and 
the same thing. A full enumeration of these cases is here superfluous; it is sufficient 
to prove the fact by a few examples." And after he has registered a number of such 
alleged duplicates and contradictions, he concludes: "Individual ones of these 
contradictions may be eliminated by subtle harmonization, but in their totality they 
are so enormous that every harmonization is disgraced by them. "The facts 
presented above demand an explanation, and such an explanation can only be 
found in the assumption that the author of the Pentateuch was bound by a variety of 
traditions, some of which contradict each other. Here, too, the result of § 2 is 
confirmed, that Moses is not the author of the Pentateuch; for it is utterly impossible 
that Moses, in writing a work treating of his own history, should have bound himself 
to mutually contradictory traditions; for those contradictions are found also in the part 
of the Pentateuch treating of the efficacy of Moses, and especially in the law 
supposedly given by him." 2) Let us therefore also consider this argument, in order 
to see whether it really stands thus. But we too can only consider a few passages. 

One such passage that has long been cited by all critics is the double creation 
account. Steuernagel remarks: "In Gen. 1, 1. ff. and 2, 4b. ff. there are two accounts 
of the first origin of plants, animals, and men"; and in this double account of creation 
he then finds contradictions: "According to Gen. 1, plants and animals were created 
before man, according to 2, 4b. ff. after him; according to 1, 27. man and woman 
were created at the same time, according to 2, 18. ff. woman considerably later than 
man." 3) Similarly Kénig argues and says: "We now examine the factuality of 
differences. 1. In the narratives of the Pentateuch: a. Different is the presentation of 
the course of creation in Gen. 1, 1.-2, 3. and in 2, 4b. ff." 4) And already more than 
forty years ago Kahnis said, when he was accused of apostasy from the biblical 
doctrine of the inspiration of the sacred Scriptures and the cano- 


1) "Introduction to the Old Testament Second Edition," p. 17. 

2) "General Introduction to the Hexateuch" in Nowack's Hand Commentary on the Old 
Testament, pp. 255 ff. 

3) Introduction, p. 255 f. 4) "Introduction to the Old Testament," p. 172. 
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In his speech on the question of whether the two accounts of the creation of Genesis 
1 and 2 can be united, Hengstenberg says: "D. Hengstenberg is not wrong when he 
assumes that the question of whether the two accounts of the creation of Genesis 1 
and 2 can be united has become of decisive importance for my position on the 
Pentateuch. If | may preface this with a personal remark, | can say that | have 
considered this point in detail many times, | believe more than thirty times, with the 
help of the known aids, and have also discussed it with others, and indeed with 
professors of all schools of thought, without ever being able to arrive at unity. But | 
am not alone in recognizing insoluble differences." 1) But are the existing difficulties 
really insoluble? By no means. The two accounts of creation, however, are different, 
but they also have quite different purposes. In the first, the actual creation of the 
world is reported, the six-day work. The second creation report, on the other hand, 
begins with the words that form a kind of superscription: "This is the history of heaven 
and earth when they were created", Gen. 2, 4a. He does not want to tell the story of 
creation, as the word so often used in Genesis (5:1, 6:9, 10:1, etc.) shows, but to 
report what happened to heaven and earth after their creation. 2, 5-25, Cap. 3 and 
Cap. In doing so, Moses quite naturally goes back to the Hebrew way of writing 
history and repeats what has already been reported in order to add to it something 
further and new. If we look at the second account of creation from this point of view, 
the differences which exist at first sight will no longer appear to be insoluble, but the 
critics have allowed their preconceived opinions and documentary hypotheses to 
cloud their clear view. It is not because of what K6nig thinks, that "2, 4 b. ff. mentions 
only one day of God's creative activity," 2) in contrast to the six days of the first 
account, but the words: "This is the history of heaven and earth, when they were 
created, on the day, XXX, when Jehovah Elohim made earth and heaven," only 
designate, in familiar ancient verbosity, as Luther has already quite aptly translated, 
the time when heaven and earth were created, and form the starting point for the 
narration of the further history, which then repeatedly goes back to individual 
moments of the actual creation. It is not in this, as Steuernagel thinks, that according 
to the first account of creation the plants are created before man, but according to 
the second after him, as one concludes with reference to Cap. 2, 5. f.; but these 
words: "And still was (came into being, grew) 


1) "Testimony of the Fundamental Truths of Protestantism," p. 93. 
2) Introduction, p. 173. 
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Not a shrub of the field upon the earth, neither did a herb of the field sprout, for 
Jehovah Elohim had not caused it to rain upon the earth, and there was no man to 
till the land; And a mist came up from the earth, and watered the whole face of the 
ground," do not refer at all to the creation of plants, but designate the growth and 
sprouting of shrubs and herbs from the plants and germs brought into existence by 
creation, the natural development of plants as it constantly proceeds after creation. 
For this, rain and human care are necessary. Subsequently, the planting of paradise 
is reported. And Steuernagel's objection that, according to the first account of 
creation, man and woman were created at the same time, but according to the 
second, woman was created much later than man, is downright ridiculous. For 
everyone sees that in the first chapter the creation of man is summarily reported, but 
in the second it is reported more precisely according to its course of events with the 
addition of the most important details, in which, however, there is not the slightest 
reason to place the creation of woman in a different time than also on the sixth day 
of creation, since neither the presentation of the animals to Adam required much 
time, nor did Adam's deep sleep need to last long. In a similar way, the differences 
and conspicuous features that exist in the two accounts of creation can be explained 
by exact and careful consideration of all exegetical moments, as Keil, in particular, 
has shown in his efficient Commentary on Genesis. 1) This view of the two creation 
accounts is also consistent with the significant change in the two names of God, 
Elohim and Jehovah Elohim, discussed earlier, which cannot be satisfactorily 
explained by the assumption of different documents. 2) In the first account of 
creation, Elohim, the name of God expressing God's relation to the world as Creator, 
is found 35 times, for here the creation of the world is reported; in the second account 
of creation, on the other hand, Jehovah Elohim, the name of God expressing God's 
relation to His people as God of salvation, is almost always found; for here are found 
the beginnings of the history of the human race and also already the prohibition, 
through the transgression of which men became sinners, to whom then a redeemer 
from sin and death is promised, Gen. 3, 15. 


1) Mention should also be made of Hélemann's apologetic Bible study published on the 
occasion of Kahnis' constellations: "Die Einheit der beiden Schépfungsberichte Genesis 1-2" 
("The Unity of the Two Creation Reports Genesis 1-2"), which he later elaborated on in his "Neue 
Bibelstudien" ("New Bible Studies"). H6lemann was one of the last German university professors 
to advocate the biblical Lutheran doctrine of inspiration, and in this little paper he "openly 
confesses Baier's determinations" about it (p. XX). Our copy bears the dedication in the author's 
own handwriting: "To his dear friend of youth, Pastor Buinger in St. Louis, as a sign of fellowship 
in faith and struggle." Cf. also "L. u. W." XXXII, p. 344. 

2) "L. u. W." June issue, p. 260 ff. 
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Among the supposed repetitions, which are supposed to testify against the 
historicity and uniformity of Moses' writing of the Pentateuch, have been reckoned 
the incidents with Sarah in Egypt, Gen. 12, 14. ff., and in Gerar, Gen. 20, 1. ff., and 
with Rebekah, Gen. 26, 7. ff., and they have been passed off for legendary 
duplications of one and the same event. But every one who reads the three accounts 
attentively recognizes at once that the individual accounts are so different that they 
are really three distinct incidents, which only generally occurred in a similar manner, 
but at different lines and in different places and under different incidental 
circumstances. For the well-known historical 105th Psalm, v. 14. f., also points out, 
"He (Jehovah) suffered no man to do them harm, and punished kings for their sakes. 
Do not touch my anointed ones, and do not harm my prophets," quite clearly points 
to a double danger to Sarah, as Delitzsch therefore rightly remarks: "The poet has 
in mind with v. 14. the three stories of the preservation of the patriarchal wives: the 
Egyptian one of Sarah, Gen. 12, and the two Philistine ones of Sarah and Rebekah, 
Cap. 20. 26 (cf. especially 26:11.). In the middle one God declares the patriarch to 
be a XXXX (prophet), 20, 7. From this the one designation takes reference, and the 
other to Gen. 17, where Abraham is ordained father of nations and kings, and Sarai 
princess." 1) And if now Steuernagel wants to constatir here also contradictions and 
remarks: "Several times the chronology stands in contradiction with the reported 
events. Thus, for example, it results from Gen. 12, 4, cf. with 17, 17, that Sarah is at 
least 65 years old in Gen. 12, 10. ff. Narrated is at least 65 years old, nevertheless 
she still irritates Pharaoh; yes, the same is the case still with the 90-year-old (17, 
17.), compare 20, 1. ff.", 2) so he shoots by with it again. In the first incident it is 
expressly added as a reason of explanation: "The Egyptians saw the woman, that 
she was almost beautiful. And the princes of Pharaoh saw her, and praised her 
before him. Then was she brought into Pharaoh's house," Gen. 12:14. f. In the case 
of the second reference, however, no reason is given; it may be that even in the 
90th year of her life Sarah's beauty had not yet faded, as Kurtz supposes; or it may 
be that Abimelech wished to become an in-law of the rich and respected Abraham, 
as Delitzsch thinks: in no case is a contradiction or a chronological impossibility to 
be assumed. And in a similar way the other supposed historical repetitions and 
contradictions listed by the critics can be explained. 

But what about the many repetitions of the laws, which must strike every 
attentive reader of the Bible, and to which the critics be- 


1) "Commentary on the Psalms." Third ed. II, 172. 
2) Introduction, p. 256. 
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place particularly great emphasis on? Steuernagel remarks: "Even more numerous 
and remarkable are the repetitions in the legal matters. The commandment to keep 
the Sabbath holy is found in Gen. 2, 1. ff. Ex. 20, 8. ff. 33, 12. 31, 12.ff. 34, 21. 35, 1. 
ff. Lev. 23, 3. 26, 2. Deut. 5, 12. ff; the fixed laws Ex. 23, 14. ff. 34, 18. ff. Lev. 23, 4. 
ff. Deut. 16, |. ff. (cf. also Ex. 12, 1. ff.); the Decalogue Ex. 20, 1. ff. and Deut. 5, 6. 
ff.; the prohibition of drinking blood Gen. 9, 4. Lev. 17, 10. ff. Deut. 12, 16. 23; ff. etc." 
1) Likewise Bleek also finds a ground against the Mosaic writing of the five books "in 
the many a repetition which is found in these books, first in the legislation. ... Ex. 34, 
17-26. we have a group of various legal provisions, all of which are already found in 
the collection Cap. 21-23 and in part correspond exactly and literally with it; in part 
these different commandments are also connected with each other here in both 
places in quite the same way". 2) We cannot here go into all these passages in more 
detail; but it is a perfectly correct remark and explanation by Keil when he says on 
this point: "The repetitions of laws are only new inculcations of already given precepts 
on new occasions or in connection with other further legal provisions." Let us 
consider only one example, which Bleek evidently regards as striking. He says: "Ex. 
23, 9. is quite the same prohibition repeated, which was already given in the same 
series 22, 21. not to press the stranger, and justified quite in the same way: ‘for ye 
also were strangers in the land of Egypt'." 4) This really seems at first sight to be a 
very superfluous repetition, the more striking because there are only 18 verses 
between the two passages. And yet there is a difference between the two passages 
which should not have escaped the notice of a careful critic, as which Bleek is always 
praised; the point of view in the two passages is quite different. In the first place, it is 
evidently a civil or social moment, which is why widows and orphans are immediately 
connected with it in v. 22; in the second place, on the other hand, it is equally 
evidently a juridical moment, for before it is spoken of court dealings, and bribery is 
forbidden in v. 8. 

The point just discussed concerning the repetition of laws now already brings 
us to another argument which has also been asserted against the unity and Mosaic 
composition of the whole Pentateuch, namely, the peculiar nature of the whole 
Deuteronomy. 


1) Introduction, p. 256. 
2) "Introduction to the Old Testament." Sixth edition, procured by J. Wellhausen. S. 57. 
3) "Textbook of Historical-Critical Introduction to the Scriptures of the Old Testament." S. 
38. 

) 


4 Introduction, p. 57 f. 
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mium according to content and form. Now it is immediately to be admitted and easily 
recognizable to every attentive reader of the Bible that Deuteronomy has a peculiar 
character. As a book it does not bring anything new, like each of the preceding four 
books, but contains mainly a repetition of the laws given earlier, which, however, are 
at the same time further developed and increased by a number of new regulations 
concerning the life in Canaan. Luther, in his "Notes on the Fifth Book of Moses," 
aptly says: "This book is a short epitome (of the books) of Moses, and a summa of 
the whole law and wisdom of the people of Israel, in which, omitting that which 
concerns the Levites and priests, only that is taught which is necessary for the 
people and the common people to know." 1) This repetition of the law, however, is 
not in the objective form of legislation, as in the middle books of the Pentateuch, but 
in the subjective form of prophetic speech and exhortation. While in the earlier books 
Moses brings the laws to the people as the words of God revealed to him, that is, he 
is primarily a lawgiver, in Deuteronomy he brings the laws already known to the 
people to their hearts, that is, he is primarily a prophet. From this factual and formal 
difference one has concluded the complete difference of Deuteronomy from the 
earlier books, assumed a consistent difference between the "Sinaitic" and 
"Deuteronomic" legislation, and denied the writing of Deuteronomy to Moses and 
transferred it to later times. Bleck says: the author of Deuteronomy "cannot possibly 
be Moses." "It may be regarded as certain that the Deuteronomic legislation with the 
speeches containing it, and therefore Deuteronomy in general, was written from the 
beginning with reference to the preceding history of the people and the legislation of 
Moses, for its continuation and supplement." "The Deuteronomist, according to the 
impression left by the reading of it, did not have a purely historical purpose in his 
writing, so that he would have been concerned merely with historically 
supplementing the laws which Moses had presented to the people shortly before his 
death, but his main point of view is a paraenetic one, and that for his fellow-people 
first of all in his time, in relation to the conditions and needs of that time." "The 
Deuteronomic legislation is concipitated by another writer than that which is before 
us in the middle books of the Pentateuch, and that only in considerably later times." 
2) In general, the higher critics refer to Deuteronomy as a special source text (D) 
and understand it as the "law book" found in the temple by the high priest Hilkiah in 
the year 621, or as the "law book" that was only scribbled at that time, 2 Kings 22, 
8. ff., which led to the reformation of the book of Deuteronomy. 


1) St.L. ed. Ill, 1377. 2) Introduction, p. 122 ff. 129. 
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mation of Josiah, 2 Kings 23, 1. ff. Cornill says: "It has been an increasingly 
recognized and scarcely contradicted fact since De Weite's contributions in 1806, 
that the XXXXX XXX (Book of the Covenant) mentioned in 2 Kings 23:2, 3, 21, is to 
be sought in our Deuteronomy." 4) Only on the question there is a difference of 
opinion, and critics divide into two camps, whether Deuteronomy is the latest source 
writing, as was formerly generally supposed, and is now still held by the more 
"positive" critics, or the oldest, as the evolutionist Radical critics of Wellhausen's 
school maintain. 2) 

But does the undeniable peculiarity of Deuteronomy really speak against the 
unity of the Book of Five and its composition by one Moses? We say: The differences 
do not cancel out the unity, and neither the factual nor the linguistic reasons are 
decisive. Let us only consider the situation. Between the legislation at Sinai and the 
speeches of Deuteronomy lay the whole period of the wilderness wanderings, nearly 
forty years. Moses was at the end of his career, Israel was about to enter the 
promised land. How obvious it was that Moses should once again repeat the law; 
how necessary this was after the experiences made on the long desert journey, all 
the more so since the old generation had been put down and a new generation had 
arisen, to which Luther already draws attention when he says: "This book is called 
Deuteronomy, that is, the other law. But it is called the other, not because it is 
another than that which was given on Mount Sinai, but that it was repeated anew in 
a new covenant through the ministry of Moses before those who had not heard the 
former on Mount Sinai, since those who had heard it from the Lord Himself had all 
perished in the wilderness." 3) From this situation it is also explained that 
Deuteronomy is not a mere repetition, but at the same time an explanation and 
extension of the law, as it was necessary for the people who had passed through 
special guidance and were now taking possession of the promised land. Therefore 
it is expressly said in the introduction: "Beyond the Jordan in the land of Moab Moses 
began to interpret (XXX) this law." Deut. 1. 5. 4) And finally the prophetic, 
admonishing form of the speeches is explained by this situation. It is the grayed 
leader and guide of the people who speaks here, who has experienced the 
fickleness of the people enough in the wilderness wanderings, and who now, when 
he departs from the scene of his activity, as a living witness of the great deeds of 
the Lord to Israel, tells them the commandment of His 


1) Introduction, p. 31. 2) "L. u. W.", March issue, p. Ill f. 3) Ill, 1378 f. 
4) Cf. what was said earlier about this passage, "L. u. W." 49, 101 f. About the fact that 
"beyond the Jordan" does not refer to a post-Mosaic time, cf. "L. u. W.", Machest, p. 211 f. 
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God's heart. Moses is lawgiver and prophet in one person, and as the middle 
pentateuchal books show him in his legislative activity, so Deuteronomy with its two 
important appendices (Mosi's song and the blessing of the valet) in his prophetic 
activity. That is why Deuteronomy calls him the greatest prophet of Israel, Deut. 34, 
10... 2) and as a model of the great Messiah prophet of the future, Deut. 18, 15. ff. 

But now, just between the Sinaitic and the Deuteronomic legislation, profound 
differences and insoluble contradictions are to be found, which are to exclude the 
origin of both from one author. Steuernagel says: "Still more significant are 
contradictions within the laws. On the two tables of stone which Moses received at 
Sinai, it was written, according to Deut. 5:19." (in the German Bible v. 21.) "the 
Decalogue (Deut. 5, 6. ff.), according to Ex. 34, 27. f., compare with v. 1., the 
commandments of Ex. 34. In Ex. 20, 24. ff. regulations are given for the building of 
different kinds of altars, thus the use of different altars is permitted, in contradiction 
with Deut. 12. The Passover-Mazzoth feast is, according to Ex. 12, 18. ff. Deut. 16, 
3. ff. a seven-day feast, according to Leo. 23, 4. ff. Num. 28, 16. ff. Deut. 16, 8. an 
eight-day one; likewise the feast of tabernacles according to Leo. 23, 34. ff. Deut. 16, 
13. a seven-day one, according to Leo. 23, 39b. Num. 29, 12. ff. an eight-day one. 
The Passover animal may not be boiled according to Ex. 12, 9. (XXX), while Deut. 
16, 7. requires this." 2) Partly the same passages are cited by King 3) and Bleek 4) 
as examples of the "factuality of differences" and the post-Mosaic origin of 
Deuteronomy. Let us therefore consider in conclusion some of these alleged 
contradictions. 

First of all it has to be noted that the alleged contradiction concerning the 
inscription of the two stone tablets is only found in the head of the critic, but not in 
the Pentateuch. To be sure, Deut. 5, 19. (21.), likewise Cap. 10, 4. it is said that on 
the two tablets was the Decalogue; but nothing else is found in Exodus. According 
to Cap. 34, 1. Jehovah wished to write on the second tablets the same words that 
were on the first. It would be very strange if these words had only been written on 
the second tablet. They will rather already be contained in the preceding, namely 
Cap. 20, 2-17; and the words Cap. 34, 1. therefore do not refer to the laws contained 
in v. 12-26. Add to this, that what was to be written on the tablets was of course the 
fundamental law, which the commandments v. 12-26. never were, but only the 
decalogue, Cap. 20, 2-17. with this explanation, then, agrees Cap. 34, 28. "And he 
(Jehovah) wrote upon the tables such covenant, the ten words." That, moreover, also 
Moses, by order of the Lord. 


1) Cf. what was said earlier about this passage, "L. u. W.", May issue, p. 213 f. 2) 
Introduction, p. 256 f. 3) Introduction, p. 172 ff. 
4) Introduction, p. 126 ff. 


The recent Pentateuch criticism. 419 


The words of the law that Moses wrote down, the very commandments given in wv. 
12-26, is said in v. 27 and corresponds to the first legislation, where Moses also 
wrote, besides the decalogue on the stone tablets, Cap. 24, 12. 32, 15. f., the Cap. 
21-23, at the command of the Lord, the special laws contained in Cap. 24, 4. 7. 

It is not different with the second contradiction assumed by Steuernagel and 
other critics. According to Ex. 20, 24. f. Israel shall offer their sacrifices to God on an 
altar, but only on one made of earth, or, if of stones, not of hewn stones. Nor shall 
Israel set up such an altar for its sacrifices in any place, but only in every place where 
Jehovah will memorialize his name. On this subject Keil correctly remarks: "These 
regulations concerning the altar to be built, by the way, do not refer merely to the 
altar which is built for the purpose of the keeping of the covenant Cap. 24, nor do 
they contradict the later ordinances concerning the unity of the altar at the 
tabernacle, on which all sacrifices are to be offered (Lev. 17, 8. f. Deut. 12, 5. ff.).), 
nor do they merely decree 'a temporary thing,’ but they lay the foundation for the 
future development of the places of worship, without, however, limiting them to one 
place, and without permitting any number of altars, so that here 'we speak of several 
places and altars, because, while the people still wandered in the wilderness, the 
tabernacle could not yet have a permanent place. Indeed, the erection of the altar is 
unambiguously limited to any place that Jehovah may designate by revelation. By 
this, however, are to be understood not only the places where the tabernacle with 
its altar was subsequently erected and later the temple built (Sinai, Shiloh, and 
Jerusalem), but also the places where, by command of the Lord or in consequence 
of divine appearances, altars were built in an extraordinary manner and sacrifices 
were offered on them, as on Ebal, Jos. 8, 30, compare with Deut. 27, 5, on the 
summit of the rock at Ophrah, Judges. 6, 25. f., and others more." 1) And on Deut. 
12, 5. ff. the same exegete remarks: "The unity of worship which Moses here 
prescribes is not to consist in this, that the people of Israel bring their offerings 
without exception only to the tabernacle, but in this, that they offer only in the place 
where the Lord makes known his name, that is, his presence. What Moses 
commands here is only a clarifying inculcation of the divine command Ex. 20, 23. 


24." 2) 
Similarly, the other apparent contradictions and difficulties can be solved by 
sound exegesis. LR: 
(Conclusion follows.) 
1) "Commentary on Genesis and Exodus." Second edition, p. 479 f. 


2) "Commentary on Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy." Second edition, p. 467. 
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I]. America. 


"Report of the First Free Conference of Pastors of the Michigan and Missouri Synods, 
held July 12 and 13, 1904, in the midst of the congregation at Jackson, Mich." 1) This pamphlet 
states, "For some time past the desire had been expressed by members of both of the said 
Synods for a free conference. By desire of their Conferences, therefore, in May of this year, 
Pastors J. F. Mayer and Chr. Heidenreich, of the Michigan Synod, and Pastors E. A. Mayer and 
H. Speckhard, of the Missouri Synod, met for preliminary discussion of this matter at Jackson, 
Mich. This preliminary committee agreed upon the time and place of the conference to be held, 
and the course of the proceedings." Of the Jackson conference, the "Report" writes: "On 
Tuesday, July 12, 1904, at 9 o'clock in the morning, the conference met for its first session. Five 
sessions were held in all. After Praeses G. Spiegel, pastor of the Jackson, Mich. congregation, 
had greeted and welcomed the pastors present with a few cordial words, the Conference 
organized itself by electing P. C. Heidenreich as chairman and P. E. Mayer of Kalamazoo as 
secretary. In regard to the minutes, it was decided that only what was put on record by 
unanimous vote of the Conference should be recorded." Thirteen pastors from the Missouri 
Synod and eleven from the Michigan Synod were present. In his opening address, to which the 
conference committed itself by unanimous vote, Speckhard pointed out the purpose of this 
conference: to establish brotherly harmony for the glory of God and the salvation of one's 
neighbor. In the speech it says: "It will certainly be superfluous to note that with what | have said 
| do not in any way want to give the word to the unionism of our time. This so-called unionism is 
self-destructive in that it seeks union without unity in doctrine, mutual toleration and recognition 
at the expense of truth. But what is done at the expense of the eternal truth of the Word of God 
is certainly not done for God's glory and therefore does not benefit our neighbor. That is why 
righteous Lutherans are heartily hostile to all unionism. A false-believing church as such has no 
right to exist. As such, it is not a little plant that the heavenly Father has planted. To enter into 
union with it is to bless what God curses; is to want to abolish the eternal difference between 
truth and falsehood. Therefore, as earnestly as God's Word exhorts to union in the truth, so 
earnestly does it warn against all union with false-believing communities. But | exhort you, 
brethren," writes the holy apostle Paul, Rom. 16:17, "that ye take heed of them which divide and 
cause offence, beside the doctrine which ye have learned, and depart from them. The foundation 
on which alone a godly brotherhood can take place is exactly the same, is exactly as broad and 
not a hair wider than the foundation of right discipleship of Christ. Right brotherhood, like right 
discipleship, has as its condition the abiding in Christ's speech, according to the word of the Lord 
John 8:31: 'If ye abide in my speech, then are ye my true disciples?’ This is the unity in the spirit, 
which the apostle exhorts us to keep with the words: 'Be diligent to keep the unity of the Spirit 
through the bond of peace,’ Eph. 4:3, ‘Abide in my word, 


1) St. Louis, Mo. Concordia Publishing House Print. Price: 10 Cts. 
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saith the LORD: and all they that are of his spirit are anxious for nothing so earnestly as this 
abiding in his word. Therefore they will not enter into any union at any price, which his mouth 
forbids; but neither will they hinder any union, which his mouth commands. As much as they 
abhor all unionism, so much do they seek true ecclesiastical unity." The Conference also 
unanimously approved the paper presented by Father E. A. Mayer on the subject: "What belongs 
to the true unity of the Christian Church according to Article VII of the Augsburg Confession? In 
this paper it was shown that the true unity of the church requires: 1. that all accept the Holy 
Scriptures as the source and norm of all Christian and theological knowledge, to the exclusion 
of all else; 2. that the public teaching correspond in all respects to the model of the salvific words; 
3. that error also be rejected and the practice be in accordance with Scripture. On the first point 
it is literally said: "Even among those who hold to the verbal inspiration and thus to the binding 
force of every Bible word, there are those who basically abandon Scripture as the source and 
standard of doctrine, namely, by trying to rhyme two statements of Scripture, which seem to 
contradict each other according to the judgment of reason, in such a way that in one place they 
impose a meaning foreign to them on the clear words of the Holy Spirit. If two clear sayings 
seem to contradict each other, we must never, in order to bring them into harmony, subtract 
from the one, but must add both. We must not want to corrupt one word of God by another or 
by a self-fabricated whole of Scripture. This is the work of reason, rationalism, and destroys the 
old axiom of the orthodox church: 'Only Scripture establishes articles of faith.’ 'What is not 
scriptural is not theological." On the second point it says: "There is certainly a difference 
between the several articles of Christian doctrine; Scripture distinguishes between milk and 
strong meat, between the first letters of the divine words which lay the foundation, and the 
articles which, in comparison with them, are called the 'perfections,' Heb. 5, 12-14. 6, 1. But 
nowhere does Scripture say that unity is necessary only in some, for instance, in the 
fundamental articles of the first degree, and that in the secondary fundamental articles or in the 
non-fundamental ones every one may teach and believe as he pleases. Nay, he who even in 
the periphery of Christian doctrine moves something out of place, moves the very center of the 
circle out of its place." On the third point: "It is well known that nowadays aberrations from pure 
doctrine are called doctrinal opinions, views, directions in the church, different views and 
representations of the same One Truth, which must be respected and to which, besides the right 
doctrine, justification must be granted in the church. For there were many ‘unanswered 
questions about which the church had not yet given a binding decision. Thus it says in a 
correspondence from Neuendettelsau to the ‘Allg. Ev.-Luth. Kirchenzeitung' in 1876: 'The 
conviction of the right of open questions in the church gives so much breadth that one can also 
carry the others and does not have to tear apart the church fellowship with them. Open 
questions, however, can exist for the individual and for the church. An open question, however, 
is not what is not stated in Scripture, or what is only obscurely stated. These are idle questions. 
Open questions are those which are clearly answered in Scripture, but for which the individual 
or the Church has not yet recognized this answer from Scripture and raised it in a conscience- 
binding way. On this proposition rests the course of the whole formation of dogmas and 
symbols.’ (Cit. in 'Doctrine and Weal,’ XXII, 219.) What can be said of such an in 
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If we are not to make everything an open question in the differentistic-syncretistic position! Then 
Luther was truly wrong to insist so firmly on the ‘that is' with Zwingli in Marburg. This opens the 
door to unionism and indifferentism. We do not want to know anything about open questions 
where God's Word has decided, and we also refrain in all seriousness from speaking of school 
questions and professorial questions in order to give shelter to error." - A second conference will 
be held in Saginaw on September 13 and 14, at which Father Speckhard is to present a paper 
on the question, "What must be done on the part of the Michigan Synod, so that nothing may 
possibly stand in the way of its joining the Synodal Conference?" This paper will also deal with 
what in some places lies between individual pastors, or rather their congregations, and show the 
way to remove these obstacles. F. B. 
Inconsistency of Ohioans and lowans. The lowa "Church Gazette" writes: "The Lutheran 


Standard reports: There is an association in the city of New York to which all Lutheran pastors 
are invited without distinction of synodical affiliation. The purpose of the association is to promote 
mutual acquaintance and cordial relations, and to discuss questions of general interest in 
B’relation to the church. Participation in the association and its work should not be regarded as 
if the members were revealing their special position and synodal connection. It was expressly 
stated that it was not the intention to initiate closer synodal relations or to negotiate matters on 
which there were certain differences. These matters were to be left to the synods; but the 
individual pastors were to be enabled by closer acquaintance to assist each other in their work. 
The pastors of the Synodical Conference, residing in New York, declined a repeated invitation 
by the following reply: Be it resolved: 1. That since the purpose of the proposed meetings, as 
expressly stated in the invitation, is not to bring about unity in faith and action among the various 
Lutheran pastors, we must decline our participation; 2. That, however, we declare our willingness 
to negotiate with any Lutherans, laymen or pastors, who unconditionally accept and subscribe 
to the Lutheran Confession as set forth in the Concordia Book of 1580, if they wish to discuss 
doctrine on the basis of that Confession with the intention of bringing about unity in faith and 
action." As Missouri in Detroit, in a false excess of church fellowship, most strenuously opposed 
the opening of sessions at intersynodal conferences by a liturgical service, and thus, in our 
opinion, from the first depressed the prospect of success, so from New York, for the same 
reasons, we see the pastors of the Synodal Conference refusing any discussion of common 
church questions with other Lutheran pastors." - The lowans and Ohioans claim the right to cry 
out to the Missourians throughout the world as Calvinistic false teachers, and to call upon the 
Lutheran Church to fight against Missouri, because it is in danger of being "made a sect by the 
Synodical Conference." and at the same time these same unthinking lowans and Ohioans 
demand that the Mssourians should sit unionist and hypocritical with them and their kind, and 
negotiate church matters as if nothing at all had happened in the world, and without being 
allowed to touch the doctrinal difference. Unionism and fanaticism,-how does the "church sheet" 
rhyme such things? F.B. 

The jubilee celebration of the lowa Synod in August in Dubuque was an occasion for 
the "Old Faith" not only to exaggerate against the lowa Synod, 
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but also to spiteful outbursts against the Missourians. He writes, for example, of August 26: 
"Missouri proclaimed the autonomy of the ecclesiastical community in the harshest form, and 
with it was given the synodal organization of the ecclesiastical community. The democratic spirit 
of the American Constitution, which is nothing but the spirit of the American people themselves, 
had triumphed anew." "Though they [the founders of the lowa Synod] did not fully agree with the 
Missourians either in the doctrine of the preaching office or in the exaggerated emphasis on 
congregational autonomy, yet they came under the banner of the synodical constitution much as 
the latter did. The two parts, however, filled the common form with a completely different content. 
In the East, too, sharp contrasts exist between the individual Lutheran church bodies. Here the 
language question divides, there the theology, there the church policy, above all a laxer or stricter 
handling of the pulpit and communion. In the West, however, the paths of the two church bodies 
have gradually diverged to such an extent that it is no longer a matter of merely milder or harsher 
Lutheranism, but of two completely divergent expressions of the Lutheran spirit. When the two 
pastors Grossmann and Deind6rfer left the State of Michigan in the autumn of 1853, in order to 
turn westward under severe privations and to seek a new home in lowa for themselves and the 
small band of Lutheran Christians accompanying them, they had only one desire, to live far from 
Missouri and its unbearable compulsion to teach their faith. But their burning longing for peace 
was not to be satisfied. They themselves, as well as the lowa Synod which they founded, became 
involved in ever new disputes with the Missourians, until at last, at the beginning of the eighties, 
there was a final rupture over the election of grace controversy. One is amazed that such a subtle 
theological issue could lead to the disfellowshipping of any brotherly fellowship. In truth, however, 
the heated struggle over the election of grace was only the last straw that broke the camel's 
back. From the first moment, both synods followed a fundamentally different conception of the 
nature and vocation of the Church. For Missouri, dogmatic doctrinal unity, for lowa, faithful 
confessional fidelity is the very lifeblood of any Lutheran church community. Here, with all 
adherence to the confessional doctrines of the symbolic books, there are theological opinions 
that can never be church-dividing, 'open questions,’ a progressive appropriation of the biblical 
testimony of truth. There it is a question of the unbroken assertion of a theological system which, 
as a condition of the community of faith, is equally valuable and fixed in all its parts, and can only 
be accepted or rejected. It is the old antagonisms of church and school, or, in other words, of 
believing confessional community and theological scholastic genossenschaft, which clash with 
special vehemence in the air of American religious liberty. Missouri has broken not only with the 
lowa Synod, but also with all the Lutheran Landeskirchen in Germany. We are a mission country 
in his eyes, to which the heritage of the Reformation must first be brought again by special 
emissaries. In St. Louis the one, true Lutheran Church is enthroned. For those who are not with 
her, the only choice is to submit or be eternally lost. The lowa Synod has never allowed itself to 
be puffed up into this exasperating infallibility conceit. It always felt itself to be a member of the 
general Church of the pure Word, scattered over the whole earth, and so did not wish to celebrate 
its golden jubilee without the participation of German honored guests. With these invitations she 
has once again testified how closely she knows herself bound to the Lutheran churches of the 
old mother country. She has brought out the best of her German 
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The Lutherans had received from the Lutheran Church in lowa, not only the gifts of sacrificial 
love or the theological equipment, nor merely a considerable number of personal forces or 
proper counsel and support in difficult ecclesiastical struggles, but in the last analysis their whole 
ecclesiastical spirit, the earnest conscientiousness as well as the free broad-mindedness of their 
Lutheran faithfulness. "In the small group of those who left [lowa], however, the dislike of 
Missouri doctrinal law and intolerance was so deeply rooted that they broke all the ropes and 
did not even shy away from the hardships of a new beginning on the prairie in order to be able 
to live and work far away from Missouri. A leader of the Missouri Synod had to show them himself 
the way they were to go according to the Lord's will. He uttered the word 'lowa,' and soon the 
cry burned in all hearts that longed to get out of the strife and bondage of the Missouri church 
system: on to lowa! Scouts went ahead. Then the emigrant band followed. No enticement, no 
threat, no force could bend them under the yoke of Missourian school opinions. They had seen 
through the harm deeply enough, and were thus the right men to assert their Christian liberty, 
to set God's word against man's word, and to found the church, not on the harmony of theological 
doctrines,’ but on believing agreement in all the articles of the scriptural confession." "Separated 
from the General Convention by a higher moral earnestness, from the Missouri Synod by a more 
inward conception of the confessional state, the lowa Synod stretches the branches of its 
ecclesiastical organization over wide areas of the United States, holds, to the ecumenical spirit, 
and, true to the ecumenical spirit implanted by Loehe, maintains fraternal fellowship with all 
churches and ecclesiastical works based on the Lutheran Confession of Faith. It is also, which 
we do not want to forget on its anniversary, a faithful guardian of the German language, German 
customs and the German spirit." So much is true in these and similar remarks of the "Old Faith" 
that lowa has been Unionist-minded from the beginning, and has remained so to this day, while 
Missouri has ever and ever resolutely opposed all Unionism and Indifferentism, - but what goes 
beyond this in the above remarks is partly phrase, partly slander. F. B. 


Ohio and the General Synod. The Lutheran World of September 8 writes: "We feel no 
hesitation in expressing our conviction that the majority of our General Synod theologians 


and ministers stand much nearer the Joint Synod than the Missouri Synod." So it is. In doctrine 
and practice, the Ohio Synod has moved significantly closer to the General Synod over the past 
25 years. This is especially true of the doctrines of conversion and election by grace. Prof. 
Richard and Prof. Stellhorn are both "good" synergists. F. B. 

Dowie and the Holy Scriptures. How shamelessly Dowie speaks of the Scriptures may 


be shown by a few sentences from his "Restoration Message No. 94," delivered on August 14 
of this year, as the same is reported in the Leaves of Healing of September 3: "In the Gallery of 
Faith, after naming many noble men of faith, he (the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews) 
says: Time will fail me if I tell of Gideon, Barak, Samson, Jephthah; of David and Samuel, 
and the prophets.-I am very glad time did fail him, because I have the most supreme contempt 
for the character of Samson-a dirty, vile dog of a man who went into that Valley of Sweet Wine 
and disgraced his God by becoming drunk, and laying his head upon the lap of an adulterous 
woman. ... I do not see why he should have been put into the Gallery of Faith. We do well 


not to discuss David; because, while he was a good 
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young man, he was a very bad king. He did some of the vilest and most 
shameful things. ... . Abraham not always an example of honorable conduct. It is 
he-the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews-who makes the assertion that it was 
God who directed Abraham to murder his own son, which statement, as you know, 
I have disputed. If God did that, He broke His own commandment, which says, 
‘Thou shalt do no murder.’ If He told Abraham to commit a cruel and shameful 
murder and then told him not to do it, as many believe, He repented between the 
bottom and the top of the hill. God did no such a thing. .. . Abraham was living in 
bad company at that time. He had been doing bad things. He had been telling 
shameful lies. ... I have a very poor opinion of Abraham for that... . The Bible 
records much that is nonsensical. There are many things in the Bible that I do not 
believe.... Bibliolatry (is) not a part of Zion's creed. If anyone believes that the 
Bible is to be treated as if it were a book to be worshipped, then I am not with him. 
Bibliolatry never formed a part of my creed... .. I do not worship the Truth of 
God. I worship the God of Truth. I will not pin my faith to books or words. ... We 
are not saved by believing that the Gospels were written by the men whose names 
are attached to them. . .. God does not want us to believe lies." ‘J. A. F. 


ll. foreign countries. 


About the reunion of the Breslau and Immanuel Synods, the "Sachsische Freikirche" 
(Saxon Free Church) writes: "As is well known, forty years ago the Immanuel Synod separated 
from the Breslau Synod because the latter led a false doctrine of church, church government 
and church ordinances. It taught that unbelievers, too, were in a certain sense members of the 
body of Christ, that is, members of the real, true invisible church, the kingdom of God on earth. 
They also taught that the church government was a divine foundation and that the church 
ordinances had divine prestige. Against this threefold false doctrine the founders of the 
Immanuel Synod, at its head D. Diedrich at Jabel in Brandenburg, stood up and rejected it. They 
taught: The church in the proper sense, that is, the body of Christ, is only the congregation of 
believers; church government and church ordinances are not of divine, but only of human right. 
The Breslauers had laid down their false doctrine in the so-called 'public declaration’ of 1864, 
and had given this writing the appearance of an ecclesiastical confession. They have now 
withdrawn this meaning from it and have declared in the ‘Joint Announcement’ in union with the 
Immanuel Synod: The basis of our present union is the unanimous confession of the Holy 
Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments, as the pure, clean fountain of Israel, and of the 
symbols of the Evangelical Lutheran Church drawn from the Holy Scriptures, including the 
Formula of Concord. The Holy Scriptures and these symbols alone form the publica doctrina 
(public doctrine), to which our pastors are to commit themselves at their ordination and according 
to which doctrine and life are to be judged in our congregations’. But have the Breslauers at the 
same time given up their false doctrine? Not at all. They retain it. It says further in the ‘Joint 
Announcement': "We do not regard the differences of opinion that still exist among us as 
separating the Church. Thus, in this new united church community, truth and error, light and 
darkness, God's Word and human wisdom, Christ and Belial, yes and no, shall reign, that is, the 
clearest possible union. And in doing so, this united church, which calls itself the Lutheran 
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Church in Prussia, nor make front against the Unirte Landeskirche, wants to fight Union with 
Union! Truly, a real fool's game of the devil!" "But how is it possible that the Immanuelites have 
now abandoned their scriptural opposition to the heresies of the Breslauers? It is because they, 
too, fell into gross scriptural error in that struggle. For this reason the Breslauers erred when they 
ascribed divine right to the church government, because Christ gave the highest church 
judgment to the church and every local congregation (Matth. 18, 17: "Tell it to the common 
people. Now the Immanuelites did not wish to concede the latter either. They held that the highest 
judgment in church and congregation was vested in the pastor. And this is the common feature 
of both synods: they do not respect the rights of the spiritual priesthood, neither those of the 
individual Christian nor those of the whole congregation. They place the church government and 
the person of the pastor next to Christ above the congregation. This is the papal leaven which 
both synods have in common: their tyranny, their dominion over men. The Immanuelites did not 
want to admit what Pastor Brunn, in particular, brightly and clearly proved to them from God's 
Word, that the pastorate, although it is instituted by God (Matth. 28, 19.), nevertheless has its 
root in the general priesthood, that therefore the congregation, in appointing the preacher, 
transfers to him the public exercise of its priestly rights, which, however, it naturally retains itself, 
and that the latter officiates on account of the congregation. It could not fail that the rejection of 
this so important doctrine, the so-called doctrine of conferral, entailed the most serious 
consequences. Thus, to a large extent, the tip of the Immanuelites' testimony against the false 
doctrines of Breslau was broken off. But the rejection of such an important divine truth, taught 
so Clearly in the whole divine Word, must also have clouded and obscured the knowledge of the 
importance of the Word of God. And this is the chief cause why that is now passed off for 
‘difference of opinion’ only, which is clearly taught and rejected in God's Word." "Now how could 
this indifferentism break in with such power? This is what happened: When the Breslau Synod 
was formed, it fought with all seriousness against the union of the Lutheran and Reformed 
Church in Prussia. But it recognized too little the corruption of false doctrine and the subtle, 
secret ways of its master, the devil. Their struggle was more external. This can be explained. At 
that time rationalism prevailed not only in those regional churches in which the Union was 
formally introduced, as in Prussia, Nassau, Baden, but also in those in which this did not happen, 
which therefore still retained the name of Lutheran churches and have retained it to this day, with 
which therefore also all free-church Lutherans at first remained in union, as in Saxony, Bavaria, 
Hanover, Mecklenburg, etc., and one was not as sensitive against false doctrine as one should 
be. Later on one did return to the faith of the fathers, but unfortunately not completely. One 
retained a good deal of the old rationalistic leaven. One declared and treated theology as a 
science, and thus one again conceded to reason the dominion in the Church; for this is the 
supreme judge of all science. One rejected the principle of true theology: 'Our knowledge is 
piecemeal' (1 Cor. 13:9.) and said instead: 'Our knowledge is a system. In order, therefore, to 
vindicate the doctrines of Holy Scripture before the forum of reason, and to do away with the - 
piecework', it was necessary to break off the top of them all.... This prestige of human reason, 
which grew in the Church from year to year, naturally increased the contempt of the divine Word, 
and consequently the indifference in 
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divine things. It became more and more a fertile mother of changelings of false doctrines, as 
now all imaginable false doctrines proliferate on the soil of modern theology. How little Breslau- 
Immanuel, which has always prided itself on its special Lutheranism, knows of the salvation of 
pure doctrine and of the pernicious influence of false teaching, is proved by the fact that it has 
never abolished church fellowship with such national churches as the Saxon, even when the 
latter abolished the so-called old oath of office, thus opening the doors of the church to all false 
doctrines and teachers. They were content with the fact that the validity of the Holy Scriptures 
and of the Lutheran confessions was written on the paper of those churches, unconcerned 
whether this validity was really there, just as in their own midst they are now content with the 
fact that the sole validity of Scripture and symbol is written on the paper of the "Common 
Proclamation. For in addition to the false doctrine of the church, church government, and church 
order, many other false doctrines are found among them, as, for example, in regard to 
inspiration and the untruthfulness of holy Scripture, election by grace, and even synergism, not 
excluded. Yes, from whence has the error been borrowed that the doctrines of the church, 
church government, and church ordinances are open questions? From the theology of the 
national church. There the same has been taught for decades. One has completely forgotten 
that among right Christians, as Luther says, already a child of seven years knows what the 
church is. Breslau-Immanuel has taken its theology primarily from the universities of the regional 
churches; so it could not be otherwise, it had to swallow with it more or less their false teachings, 
but above all their indifferentism, as this manifests itself especially in the pernicious so-called 
Open Question Theory." "We can therefore see in this reunion of Breslau-Immanuel only a 
victory of indifferentism, and with it a falling away from the truth. The fathers, in their separation 
from the unirritated Prussian national church, had stopped halfway, in that they did not accept 
the whole Word of God; the children have gone further back, as this could not be otherwise. To 
stand still in the kingdom of God is to decline. They have buried the pound of Lutheran 
knowledge that God once gave them in the face-cloth; they will one day have to give an account 
for it. This sad union now introduced speaks more plainly than a whole history of these two 
churches. The truth among them has fallen, and yet they exult in their victory. It is true, the rift 
is healed outwardly, but only that the enemy may rummage and cleave the more inwardly. The 
ulcer is bandaged, but only so that it may fester more and more under the bandage and destroy 
the lifeblood." That not only Lutheran papers in Germany, but also in America, have almost 
universally welcomed with joy the unionist union between Breslau and Immanuel, is a new proof 
that the greatest and most widespread evil, even in the Lutheran Church, is indifferentism. In 
Christendom the shameful principle is coming more and more to the fore: union as such (even 
at the expense of truth and with the devil) is a virtue. The "Hermannsburg Free Church" points 
to the unionist pattern card, which was created by the union of Breslau and Immanuel. "Breslau 
is in church fellowship with the Hanover Free Church and through it with the Buffalo Synod, then 
with the Saxon and Bavarian regional churches and also with the Leipzig Mission, and thus we 
have church fellowship between groups of Lutherans of quite different color as to doctrine. And 
Immanuel was in church fellowship with Hermannsburg (D. Ehlers), with the Hermannsburg 
Mission, with the Ohio and lowa Synods here, with all the Lutheran state churches. 
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If the latter connection had not been severed by Immanuel at the time of the union with Breslau, 
the Free Church congregations, which 25 years ago had separated themselves from the national 
church out of conscience, would now have come back into fellowship with the national church. 
" F.B. 

A heated school controversy is underway in Germany as a result of the much-named 
"School Proposal" in the Prussian Parliament, which is concerned primarily with the 
maintenance of the elementary school and therefore with the issuance of a new school 
requirements law for Prussia. The heads of the Conservatives and National Liberals had united 
in this "School Proposal" on the grounds that the confessional school, as it now exists under 
state law, should be preserved. Now a dispute has broken out between the Conservatives and 
the Free-minded, which is going on all over Germany. The free-minded want so-called parity or 
simultaneous schools, that is, schools where no denominational (Protestant or Catholic) 
religious instruction is given and education is not given in the sense of a particular church, but 
where, for instance, non-religious or at least non-denominational moral instruction is to be given 
and educated on the basis of such instruction. As long as things still stand as they do now, it 
should not be prevented that denominational religious instruction is given incidentally for 
children of a certain confession. But that the liberals are heading for a religionless, even religion- 
hostile school, is clear enough. A free-minded Berlin pastor expresses himself on the matter in 
the following words: the school wants to educate useful citizens, young Germans, not young 
Protestants or Catholics. Interdenominational (that is, neither Protestant nor Catholic) religious 
instruction by the elementary school teacher, freed from denominational church supervision, is 
the main thing that must be demanded. He says quite openly that this would result in a new 
denomination brought into being by the state. - The German teachers are particularly in favor of 
the liberal views. The teachers want to publish a pamphlet recommending the Simultanschule, 
and they also want to submit a mass petition against the "school proposal". Then they want to 
work in their own associations and in popular assemblies against the school being made a 
confessional one. This sounds rather strange when one looks at how things have really been 
for many years now. Namely, among the 36,756 public elementary schools existing in Prussia 
in 1901, 35,953 were confessional and only 803, i.e., a whole two per cent, were parity schools, 
and likewise in 1901, of 5,670,870 school children, 5,386,295 went to confessional and only 
284,575, i.e., five per cent, to parity schools. Most of the parity schools were in Nassau, and are 
there substantially equal to the confessional. - The Conservatives, therefore, do not wish to 
create anything new by the "School Proposition,” but to retain the existing confessional schools, 
and so far as they can invoke the Constitution in this respect, they are in the right. They also 
rightly declare that the simultaneous school, with the new school or state religion, would only 
educate to irreligion. They also say that the Protestant Church will suffer most thereby. One of 
the Bavarian liberals, who, like the liberals throughout Germany, are heated with truly fanatical 
zeal for the Simultanschule, has himself admitted not only that the Simultanschule would 
aggravate the discord between the different confessions (Protestant and Catholic), but also that 
wherever there is a strong Catholic population, the Simultanschule can only be carried out by 
damaging Protestantism and promoting Catholicism. It is true, say the Conservatives, that the 
Simultanschule is directed primarily against the Catholic Church, but it will bring evil times 
precisely for the Protestant Church, from which it will take the people. For as long as the state 
is not yet completely caught up in the fanaticism for simultaneous schools and church schools 
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the Catholic Church will gather its congregations and church schools much sooner than the 
Protestant Church. Here the conservatives who lament so much should ask: Why will it be so? 
Simply because the Catholic Church has not allowed itself to be turned into an appendage of 
the state as the Protestant Church has. Freedom of the Church from the State is the proper 
medicine for the Protestant Church. (E. L. G. B.) 

Free Church Association and Father Chappuzeau in Hanover. The "Hannoversche 
Sonntagsblatt" writes: "A free church association has formed in Hanover according to its 
statutes, published in the "Kirchliche Gegenwart," it wants to unite the religiously minded, non- 
orthodox parishioners of Hanover and Linden, wants to employ confidants in all parishes, 
establish regular meetings, lectures and the like, and intervene in church life; in short, it wants 
to continue the work and lead it out into practical life, which was begun by the lectures of D. 
Bousset and Lic. Bousset and Lic. Otto: a gathering of the adherents of a standpoint which wants 
to eliminate from Christianity the eternal divinity of Jesus, miracles, and the like, as incompatible 
with present science, and therefore calls its Christianity 'modern." One of the leaders of this 
"free ecclesiastical association" is Chappuzeau, who in various journals has proclaimed the 
grossest unbelief, and against whose further doings a protest has finally been lodged by laymen 
in Hanover with the Landesconsistorium. In this protest the laymen complain at the same time 
about the unfaithful preachers who are silent where they should testify. They write: "We are 
firmly convinced that Mr. Chappuzeau's statements contradict the Holy Scriptures as well as the 
intentions of our Reformers, Martin Luther and Duke Ernst the Confessor. But that which has 
been handed down to us by our fathers in accordance with the Holy Scriptures, we hold fast not 
only because we have been instructed in it, but because we ourselves have found in it with joy 
the right way of salvation, the support of our faith, and the source of our strength, and because 
we therefore have a heartfelt interest that this precious truth be preserved among our people. It 
is therefore highly regrettable and incomprehensible that the outrageous attacks of Mr. D. 
Chappuzeau on positive, or rather faithful Christianity have not yet been met with an energetic 
public protest on the part of the appointed Lutheran preachers of Hanover, and that Mr. P. 
Chappuzeau has not yet been called to account by his authorities. This evidently gives the 
people the impression that Father Chappuzeau's remarks are correct and justified, since they 
have hitherto remained unchallenged." Luther writes: "A teacher who is silent about error, and 
yet wants to be a true teacher, is worse than a public fanatic, and with his hypocrisy does greater 
harm than a heretic, and is not to be trusted: He is a wolf and a fox, a hireling and a ventral 
servant; or he is a doubter and a wind-farer, and wants to see where it will end, whether Christ 
or the devil will prevail; or he is altogether uncertain in himself, and not worthy to be called a 
disciple, let alone a teacher, and wants to anger no one, nor to speak Christ's word, nor to hurt 
the devil and the world." Many and ravening wolves, dumb and unfaithful shepherds, and 
faithless and politicizing consistories, - this characterizes the German national churches. 

F.B. 

Of the "false coinage" in modern theology, the dubious art of filling the old terms of 
theology with new content, Dr. Kattenbusch writes, p. 26, of his paper "From Schleiermacher to 
Ritschl": "I cannot here go into how in the theologians mentioned (from the school of 
Schleiermacher and Hegel) the terms sin, redemption, justification, re-. 
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The words "birth," "Christ the Savior," are to be interpreted in detail. Personally, | see serious 
misinterpretations of the real historical content of these terms, which is necessary for dogmatics. 
But it is not this that | wish to emphasize, but rather that it is very important that those theologians 
also use the concrete biblical expressions. In this, as no one may doubt, they are of the good 
faith that it is precisely they who preserve or bring to full fruition the correct sense of these 
expressions. The accusation of "false coinage" is so readily made in theology to-day. Only a 
certain group of theologians should be permitted to speak of Christ as the Son of God, etc., 
those who are bound in their understanding to the conception of these terms which has become 
victorious in the history of dogma. As if anyone, as a Protestant Christian, could be captive to a 
doctrine about Christ without making the reservation that he might be taught better by Christ 
himself about who he is and what he wants to be to us. And as if it were not a blessing from God 
that all theologians of the present day agree that, however they may differ in their concepts, they 
must nevertheless hold fast to the language of the Bible and the Reformation! He who uses this 
language in an honest sense, even if under a misunderstanding, who uses the words of this 
language theologically, with the sincere intention of doing them justice, as the terms sacred to 
Christianity, as expressions which he ought not to do away with, even if they mean something 
different to him from what they mean to many others in ancient and modern times, nay, if they 
mean something to him that would be unheard of, that no one has yet found in them - | say, he 
who upholds the language of the Bible in good faith does not deserve to be held in contempt like 
a word twister for the sake of his other misinterpretations, which may be revealed but are still 
hidden from him, but to receive recognition for his piety. The language of the Bible, of the Lord 
himself, of Paul, of the Reformation, is the language of the heart of the Protestants. This 
language speaks a thousand other things to our minds than what we have formulated in theology 
in one way or another. It unites, like the vernacular. It neutralizes for the mind many false 
theologumena. Conversely, it is apt to stir up the theologians themselves again and again and 
to drive them on. One rejoices that all theologians gather around the same words."-Kattenbusch 
here not only praises dishonesty as a special Christian virtue, but he also practices idolatry and 
superstition with the "sacred terms" of Christianity, which have been emptied of all Christianity. 
F.B. 

The Mennonite congregations in 1903. The present Mennonites (in Holland: 
Doopsgezinde) are the only descendants of the Anabaptists of the Reformation age. They fairly 
maintain their holdings; but, like the Quakers in England, they do not spread. If their numbers 
have grown quite considerably in Russia in the 19th century, it is not on account of outward 
dispersal, which they are forbidden to do there, but of natural internal increase in the flourishing 
colonies which they have founded and are still founding there. They are Russian subjects, but 
in language and customs they have remained Germans. In the German Empire today there are 
about 70 communities, some of them with very few souls, others with flourishing community 
institutions and up to 1000 souls and more. Almost all are of great age; the congregations in 
Danzig and West Prussia, which represent more than half of all German Mennonites, date from 
the 16th century, as do the Hamburg-Altona and East Frisian congregations. The Mennonite 
congregations in the German Empire have no fixed organization. They are held together by their 
inner kinship, but tolerate far-reaching differences among themselves. The 
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Founded in 1886, the "Association of Mennonite Congregations in the German Reich" comprises 
23 congregations to date. In 1903 the "Association" spent about 10,000 Marks for the support of 
poorer congregations, especially for the improvement of preachers’ salaries, furthermore for 
scholarships for theology students and for publication purposes. Of the aforementioned 10,000 
Marks, 4000 Marks will come from the annual contributions of the 23 congregations, the 
remainder from the interest on the capital assets collected to date. The next General Assembly 
will take place around Easter 1905. According to the decision of the General Assembly of 1902, 
the Publications Committee of the Association has offered a prize of 500 Marks for a "Guide to 
the History of the Mennonites", which is suitable for use in teaching the religion of the baptized. 
The work was to be submitted to Preacher Mannhardt, Gdansk, on July 31, 1903, and was to be 
reviewed by eight judges, whose decision was published on May 1. Prof. Dr. Nippold in Jena was 
among the judges representing the science of church history. Two works were submitted. - A 
painful loss for his congregation as well as for the "Association of Mennonite Congregations in 
the German Reich" was the death of Father Ernst Weydmann in Krefeld. He had been a member 
of the executive committee of the latter without interruption since its foundation (1886), at times 
also as chairman. When the position in Krefeld was filled again, it became apparent that the 
German Mennonites currently had almost no new theological talent. Only one younger German 
Mennonite preacher came forward. The respected and very wealthy Krefeld Mennonite 
congregation turned to several Dutch co-religionists, and several Dutchmen preached German in 
Krefeld, but finally the congregation chose Father Gustav Kramer from the Prussian 
Landeskirche, who had served as a substitute since Weydmann's death and was persuaded to 
take over the ministry completely. At present the old, albeit small, but nevertheless very well- 
known Emden Mennonite congregation is also in the process of looking for a new preacher, 
because Father Dr. Miller is retiring there after 50 years of service. The lack of theologians is 
most easily explained by the fact that there are only about a dozen preaching positions in the 
German Mennonite congregations which are open to theologians; all other congregations have 
lay preachers, especially the large rural congregations in the West Prussian Vistula lowlands, 
which still form the main tribe of Prussian Mennonites. In these congregations an Aeltester (a 
preacher ordained to the full ministry of the Word) stands at the head of the congregation, assisted 
by three to six "teachers" or preachers who may preach, but do not administer baptism and Holy 
Communion. All these men are established farmers of the wealthy class and usually 
conscientious shepherds of their congregations, sometimes also capable preachers. It should be 
noted here that the Mennonite congregations of Russia, which originated in West Prussia, have 
retained exactly the same institution, except that in southern Russia the congregational elders 
are often schoolteachers whose spiritual education is above the average in their congregation, 
and some of these Russian Mennonite preachers have enjoyed several years of theological 
training at the Lutheran School of Preaching in Basel. - The following periodicals are published 
regularly among the German Mennonites: 1. "Die Mennonitischen Blatter", edited by P. van der 
Smissen in Hamburg, 51st year; 2. "Das Gemeindeblatt der Mennoniten", edited by Jakob Hege 
in Reihen, Grand Duchy of Baden, 35th year, semi-monthly; 3, the "Gemeinde-Kalender", edited 
by the Conference of South German Mennonites, 13th year. The best overview of the entire 
Mennonite congregations is still provided by Mannhardt's "Jahrbuch der Mennoniten", Danzig, 
1888, although it could use some additions. By far the most important event in the field of 
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of the publications in 1903 was the appearance of the two articles "Menno Simons" and 
"Mennonites" in the Realencyklopadie flr Theologie und Kirche by the Mennonite university 
professor Dr. Samuel Cramer in Amsterdam. 
(Chr. d. chr. W.) 

The first international congress of the Salvation Army took place in London in July. 
The "Old Faith" writes: "The King himself considered it his duty to receive the founder, General 
Booth, in audience and to assure him that he considered the Salvation Army to be a weighty 
component in the religious-moral education of the people. Queen Alexandra also later followed 
the example of her husband. No less than six thousand delegates from all over the world 
attended the congress. There were Japanese and New Zealanders, Indians and Sinhalese, 
mostly in their national costumes, next to the representatives of all European headquarters. After 
all, their membership amounts to more than a million. The centre of the whole assembly was, of 
course, the aged, yet still youthful, fighting figure of the founder of the Salvation Army, General 
Booth. We ourselves heard him once years ago, and however little we may like the method 
followed by the Salvation Army, we can well understand why this man, with his dark, fiery eyes, 
his sharply cut features, his long beard reaching down to his chest, his ascetically lean figure, 
and above all, with his ravishing eloquence and firm belief in the rightness of his cause, exerts 
a kind of magnetic attraction on the religiously and morally degenerate masses of his time. It 
remains to be seen how the movement will develop when once its aged leader closes his eyes." 
The work of the Salvation Army is more social than ecclesiastical. It has made it its special task 
to turn drunkards and other vicious people into useful members of human society, and in this it 
has had no little success. Hence the esteem in which the formerly derided Booth and his army 
are now held in England. The Salvation Army has 7210 posts in 49 countries, 9539 officers and 
cadets, 45,330 officers who have another profession, 12,000 musicians and 422 social 
institutes. 

F-B. 

Free Church in Scotland. When in 1900 the United Presbyterian Church united with 
the Free Church to form the United Free Church, of the 296,000 communicants of the Free 
Church (with 1100 pastors) at most 5000 with 24 pastors did not join this union and sued the 


United Free Church for the surrender of the entire property of the Free Church. While they were 
rejected by both instances in Scotland, the highest instance in London has now upheld them by 
five votes to two. That this small group cannot administer the buildings and funds of the church 
according to their purpose is not even taken into consideration. Scotland is at first at a loss. In 
the House of Commons the question is immediately asked what steps the Ministry intends to 
take on the basis of this judgement. The connection with the united Presbyterians, which has 
been carried out with much effort, one does not want to give up again - but how will one be able 
to bear the loss of all church buildings which are not the property of the individual congregation, 
and of the funds which are intended for the maintenance of the professors, preachers, teachers, 
missionaries and other church servants? On August 9 and 10, the committees of the United 
Free Church met to discuss the situation. The interest with which the verdict was awaited is 
evident from the fact that the foreigners' box, which is normally only used for parliamentary 
proceedings, had to be used, and that a Glasgow newspaper had the verdict sent to it in a 
telegram of about 50,000 words. 
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Mercy. 


Several ecclesiastical periodicals have recently reprinted the following well- 
known exhortation: "One day in anatomy, as the famous Dutch physician Boerhave 
was about to open the body of an executed malefactor before his students, he 
suddenly turned pale and began to tremble. The students looked at him 
questioningly, for they knew only too well that their professor was not overly soft. 
Gentlemen," said Boerhave, "I have spent my youth with this man. Now | am the 
honoured Boerhave, and he lies here. Let me express it to you that | know not a 
single reason, except the grace of God, why | do not lie here in his place?" 

In this story the scriptural concept of grace is expressed. The scriptural 
concept of grace also includes the fact that, in a comparison of the blessed with the 
lost, the former are no better before God, or, what is the same, are in no less debt 
before God than the latter. He who says, "I am saved by grace," but then, comparing 
himself with the lost, finds in himself, in his "conduct," etc., a reason for explaining 
why he, of all men, is converted and saved as distinguished from others, has not yet 
recognized the scriptural concept of grace, and basically understands nothing of the 
religion revealed in Holy Scripture. For this reason, the Scriptures of the Old and 
New Testaments repeatedly inculcate the right concept of grace. 

This is already the case in Israel's election as a covenant people. On the one 
hand God instructs Israel that He expels and destroys the Gentiles because of their 
godlessness; on the other hand He warns Israel with many words against the 
thought that they take the land because they are better and have behaved better 
than the Gentiles. We read e.g. Deut. 9, 4. ff.: "If therefore the LORD thy God hath 
cast them (the Gentiles) out 
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If thou goest before thee, say not in thine heart, The LORD hath brought me in to 
possess the land for my righteousness' sake: yet the LORD driveth out these nations 
from before thee for their ungodliness' sake. For thou camest not in to possess their 
land for thy righteousness and for thine uprightness of heart: but the LORD thy God 
doth drive out these nations for their ungodliness, to keep the word which the LORD 
sware unto thy fathers, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. Know therefore that the LORD 
thy God giveth thee not this good land to possess for thy righteousness’ sake, 
because thou art a stiffnecked people. Remember and forget not how thou didst 
provoke the LORD thy God to anger in the wilderness. From the day that thou camest 
forth out of the land of Egypt, until ye came into this place, ye have been disobedient 
to the LORD." After Moses has shown the people how badly they behaved, he closes 
v. 24 with the words: "You have been disobedient to the Lord as long as | have known 
you." In so many words, and so diligently, God inculcated into Israel that, in a 
comparison with the Gentiles, there was no causa discriminis in the people themselves, 
that no "conduct" of Israel explained their election to the covenant people. Yes, 
Moses advances to the people that in choosing Israel God had to refrain from Israel's 
"conduct" and think only of the grace He had promised to the archfathers. Deut. 9, 
25-27: "The LORD said he would destroy you. But | besought the LORD, saying, O 
LORD, O LORD, destroy not thy people, nor thine inheritance, which thou hast 
brought forth out of Egypt by thy great hand. Remember thy servants Abraham, 
Isaac, and Jacob: see not the hardness, and the wickedness, and the sin of this 
people." 

The New Testament teaches the same in regard to the introduction into the 
Christian church and remaining in it. The great mass of the Jewish people, in the 
fullness of time, rejected the Savior sent to them and lost their salvation through their 
own fault. But that there were still a number of the Jewish people at that time who 
believed in the Messiah and were saved, the apostle Paul has only one reason for 
this: the grace of God. The believers from among the Jews are "left over after the 
election of grace," Agia xa-r? iyloyy yapitoc, Rom. 11, 5. And in order, indeed, 
thoroughly to eradicate the thought, as if in the believing Jews themselves, for 
instance, in their better conduct, lay the causa discriminis, the apostle adds, "But if it 
be by grace, it is not by merit of works; otherwise grace would not be grace," Rom. 
11, 6. Thus the apostle Paul fought the delusion of the believing Jews that something 
else than grace explained their faith, while the great mass of their people remained 
excluded from salvation through their own guilt. Every Jew who believed in grace at 
the time of the apostle was a Jew. 
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The apostle Paul, who stood by the Messiah, had to say, like Boerhave, when 
comparing himself with a fellow believer who remained unbelieving: "Apart from the 
grace of God | know of no single reason why | am not among the mass of my fellow 
unbelievers. But even among the Gentiles who had become believers, the Apostle 
Paul still expressly combated the delusion that anything but grace explained their 
being believers. In the same chapter he puts the believing Gentiles next to the 
unbelieving Jews, Rom. 11, 17-24, and calls out to the believing Gentiles: "Therefore 
see the goodness and the earnestness of God: the earnestness in those who have 
fallen" (the unbelieving Jews), "but the goodness in you" (who stand in faith). 

"Grace admits of no qualifications. Grace admits of no qualifications, especially 
of the qualification that he who believes and is saved is less wicked than others, less 
reluctant, less guilty before God. This thought is also expressed especially sharply in 
our Lutheran confession. The Formula of Concord says of believers, comparing them 
with unbelievers: "in the same guilt," "nos cum illis collati et quam simillimi illis 


deprehensi," "we compared with them (the rejected) and found quite equal to them." 
This is the scriptural term of grace. He who limits the concept of grace to say that 
grace makes blessed those who, in comparison with those who perish, are less guilty 
before God, are less wicked, are less reluctant, etc., has abandoned the Christian 
concept of grace. Basically, he still understands nothing of Christianity. This is not 
too much to say. Augustine's saying, "Gratia non est gratia ullo modo, si non gratis datur 


omni modo," is scriptural. All those deny grace altogether who teach that grace 
presupposes a better conduct, a lesser guilt, a lesser reluctance, in those who are 
saved. Christianity must flee, like poison, the error that in us, in our conduct, in our 
lesser reluctance, in our lesser guilt, there is an explanation of our conversion, our 
perseverance, our blessedness, our election. This error destroys the concept of 
grace. This error transforms the Christian confession of the apostle, "Christ Jesus is 
come into the world to save sinners, among whom | am the chiefest," into the 
Pharisaic saying, "Christ Jesus is come into the world to save sinners, among whom 
| am far from being the worst." This error converts the Christian confession of the 
publican, "God, be merciful to me a sinner!" into the unchristian speech of the 
Pharisee, "I thank thee, O God, that | am not like other men, robbers, unjust, 
adulterers, or even like this publican." 

And yet there have now been people even within the Lutheran Church who 
have made Boerhave's and all Christians' confession: "| know apart from the 
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Grace of God no single reason, why | do not lie here in his place", not only reject, 
but also call it a grave error. Thus the later Melanchthon says: "There must 
necessarily be in us a cause of difference why a Saul is rejected and a David 
accepted." So all the modern Lutheran theologians. Dieckhoff, in his controversial 
writings against our Synod, called it Calvinism, if one did not place the reason why 
certain men are converted and saved in man, namely, in the "fact" that certain men 
are less reluctant. It is likewise known that the Ohio Synod, in its sookesmen, most 
decidedly denied that in the grace of God was to be sought the only explanatory 
reason for a man's conversion and blessedness. The "Kirchenzeitung" of April 18, 
1891, wrote: "If now man's conversion depended in no sense on anything else than 
grace, and likewise ... on the means of grace, then all would be converted and 
blessed." Further: 

Create that you may be saved with fear and trembling’, the apostle exhorts Phil. 
2, 12. It cannot be expressed more strongly that the blessedness of man does not 


depend on God alone in every respect." 1) Further, "According to the revealed order of 
salvation the actual final result of the means of grace" (i.e., faith and blessedness) 
"depends not on the sufficiency and efficacy of the means themselves" (i.e., of 

of divine grace operative in the means of grace), "but also upon the conduct of man in 


regard to the necessary condition of passiveness and submissiveness under the Gospel call." 
2) Further, "We consider it unchristian and pagan to say that the real attainment of... 
blessedness is in no respect dependent on man's conduct toward the grace of God, 
but in all respects on God alone. A pastor who preaches and pastors according to 
such ungodly doctrine is a wolf and an apostle of the devil." 3) Father C. Blecher, a 
zealous fighter against the Missouri Synod, still recently denied the "in equal debt" 
in the following words, "Further, this much is certain: though we may be , all in equal 
debt,' so God does not owe us his Word, Spirit, and grace; the matter becomes 
different 'when he gives it by grace.' For there are never two persons equally guilty, 
one of whom, through inborn blindness and weakness, resists the grace of God, as 
Peter did, and the other, as Judas did, willfully and deliberately. And there are never 
two persons in the same guilt, one of whom wilfully but not persistently wilfully resists 
and is converted, and the other of whom persistently wilfully resists and is hardened. 
Where shall justice and righteousness come to in the end? 


1) A. a. O., of May 15, 1885. 
2) Lutheran Standard, February 28, 1891. 
3) "Church Journal" 1885, p. 76. 
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"When you make what is different according to guilt the same! One wants to honor 
God and makes him an unjust man." 1) So energetically does Blecher advocate the 
lesser guilt, or rather the better conduct in the case of the blessed! 

In order to fully characterize the modern Lutherans from Melanchthon to 
Blecher, we must keep this in mind: In a series of sayings they say that man becomes 
blessed "by grace," "by grace alone," etc. But as soon as they compare those who 
are saved with those who are lost, they insist that the former have less guilt before 
God, behave better, resist less, etc., and that from the less guilt, from the less 
resistance, from the omission of wilful resistance, from the "conduct," etc., the 
conversion and blessedness of these particular persons is explained. Hereby, 
however, they take back not merely something, but everything, which they have 
before said of "grace." According to Scripture, this very thing belongs to grace, that 
grace finds nothing in those who are saved by grace, by which they are 
distinguished, distinguished, commended, etc., before others. ' Not what is 
distinguished before others, but 14 u/ 6vta,, what is nothing, God has chosen, 1 Cor. 
1, 28. If any one has something by which he is distinguished before others, this does 
not precede grace, but is then the consequence and effect of grace. "Who hath 
preferred thee? But what hast thou that thou hast not received? But if thou hast 
received it, what boastest thou, as he that received it not?" 1 Cor. 4:7. 

If the Scriptural concept of grace is destroyed by the introduction of better 
conduct or lesser guilt on the part of those who are converted and saved, so also is 
the Scriptural concept of faith. The Apology rightly says: "Whenever the Scriptures 
speak of faith, they mean the faith that is built on grace alone." Faith, which justifies 
and saves, has for its object the pure, unfeigned grace of God. It believes that God 
will save the ungodly. 

Rom. 4, 5.). If he is given another object, if he is persuaded that God accepts 
him who, at least compared with others, is better and less guilty, then faith has 
ceased to exist and unbelief has taken its place, the essence of which is not to rely 
on pure grace but on merit and works. 

Thus also by the doctrine of better conduct and of lesser guilt as the basis of 
grace, the conversion or believing of men is hindered. What was the great harm done 
to Israel? Why did the great mass of the Jews at the time of Christ remain 
unbelievers? Because they claimed a privilege over the Gentiles, because they were 


1) "The Lutheran Herald", March 5, 1904. 
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thought they were better than the Gentiles. They wanted "grace" - as the Pharisee 
wants to thank God in his prayer - but a grace beside which also their advantage is 
recognized. They did not want to become righteous and blessed "purely by grace". 
Thus Christ, who makes just and blessed only by grace - by real grace, not by limited 
grace - became for them a "stone of stumbling" and a "rock of trouble," Rom. 9:32, 
33. So also now. As long as any one still discovers in himself advantages before 
God in comparison with others, as long as the confession of sin takes the form, 
"Pastor, | am far from being the worst," so long have we to do with a self-righteous 
man who does not yet accept grace. So long as Melanchthon, Latermann, Dieckhoff, 
Ohio, and lowa, etc. so long as Melanchthon, Latermann, Dieckhoff, Ohio, and lowa, 
etc., inculcate that God's grace converts and saves those in whom there is less guilt, 
less reluctance, better conduct, so long do they cultivate carnal self-confidence, the 
delusion of being better than others, so long do they prevent the "bruised" and 
"proken heart" of which Scripture so often speaks, and so long do they prevent faith 
in grace from arising in the heart. In short, if we wish to hinder a man from believing 
in Christ, to hinder his conversion, we need only persuade him that he still has an 
advantage over others in himself before God, that he is not yet the worst before God. 
And if we wish to cast out of the faith one who has already come to faith, we have 
only to persuade him that there is something in him, better conduct towards grace, 
etc., which God looks upon as preserving him in the faith: then he falls out of the 
faith. The apostle Paul cries out to the Gentiles who had become believers, and who 
wished to boast against the Jews who remained unbelievers, "See the goodness 
and the earnestness of God: the earnestness in them that are fallen, and the 
goodness in thee, so far as thou continuest in goodness: otherwise thou shalt be cut 
off also." Rom. 11:22. Faith, by which we stand in grace, and remain in grace, 
depends on pure grace, on free mercy. Every limiting of the concept of grace is the 
death of justifying and saving faith. "As often as the Scriptures speak of faith, they 
mean faith that is built on pure grace." Let all those, therefore, who by God's grace 
have seeing eyes, continually beseech and implore Christianity: Let us flee, as we 
flee death and hell, the error that there is in us a causa discriminis, an explanatory 
cause of our conversion, our perseverance, our election, our blessedness. This is a 
terrible and pernicious error. It abolishes grace, and with it Christianity. 

It has been reported that on the occasion of the free conference at Watertown, 
the undersigned admitted that the synodical conference of a- 
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on the one hand, and the synods of lowa and Ohio on the other, were in agreement 
on the doctrine of grace. This is an erroneous report. What we have ever said, and 
still say, is this: All Christians throughout the earth agree in their hearts to what the 
Synodical Conference publicly teaches. They base their present and future salvation 
on God's grace in Christ alone. No Christian holds in his heart and before God, that 
is, as a Christian and a new man, that he has in himself a preference before God, is 
better than other men, and has therefore obtained grace. Every one who has come 
to believe in Christ has been in hell before, that is, has completely despaired of all 
his own doings and conduct. We have also said in Watertown and elsewhere that 
many of our American opponents agree with us in heart. We held and still hold that 
even among theologians theory and practice do not always coincide, that is, that 
there can be theologians who, out of partisan fanaticism and lack of clarity in 
doctrine, place conversion and salvation decisively on man, and yet in their hearts 
and before God cling to God's grace in Christ alone. But in so doing, we held and 
hold that the official doctrine, which the Synods of lowa and Ohio, by their 
spokesmen, have set up against us, and have hitherto held, places conversion and 
blessedness, not on God's grace alone, but decisively on human conduct, on self- 
decision, on the lesser guilt, on the lesser opposition, etc. This doctrine abrogates 
grace, is erroneous, pernicious, has no right in the Christian Church, and must be 
opposed by the Christian Church. FP: 


The doctrinal differences between Missouri and lowa. 


The first two issues of the current year's "Church Journal," the theological 
organ of the lowa Synod, carry an article which answers the question, "Why does 
the Lutheran Synod of Missouri (and its covenanters) deny church fellowship to the 
Lutheran Synod of lowa?" This article was then published separately as a tract, and 
is presently being circulated to the congregations of the lowa Synod. We are thus 
induced, on our part, to speak out once more on the differences which separate the 
said two Synods from each other. The author of the essay, J. D., that is, D. 
Deind6rfer, the former General Presiding Officer of the lowa Synod, illuminates in 
the first part of his work seven points of difference, which were already discussed in 
detail decades ago in the ecclesiastical journals of both Synods, as well as in oral 
negotiations. We cannot, of course, treat the striking doctrinal articles in detail here, 
but 
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By adding our counter-remarks to the remarks of the "Kirchliche Zeitschrift", we limit 
the teaching material to about the same extent as that presented by the defender of 
the lowaschen point of view. 

It says p. 18 in the aforementioned sheet: 

So why does the Missouri Synod deny church fellowship to the lowa Synod? Because we 
recognize in the field of doctrine such points on which Lutheran Christians and Lutheran 
churches may differ without having to deny one another brotherly fellowship. The Missouri Synod 
does not recognize this; it demands unanimity in all doctrines par excellence. We called and call 
such points "open questions"; the Missouri Synod wants nothing to do with "open questions" in 
the field of doctrine. We agree with the Missouri Synod that members of the Lutheran Church 
must agree on the doctrines of faith, that is, on those doctrines which concern the salvation or 
blessedness of man. Concerning these the Holy Scriptures speak clearly and distinctly; of these 
also the church has obtained a clear knowledge from the Holy Scriptures, and has expressed 
this knowledge in its confessions. The doctrine of the gospel is to be believed, taught, and 
preached in the church with one accord; according to the seventh article of the Augsburg 
Confession, this is necessary, but also sufficient, for the right unity of the church. The unity of 
the church consists in the unity of faith and confession. The Synod of Missouri demands more; 
it demands unanimity in all doctrinal matters of which Scripture speaks, even in those in which 
the understanding of the Scriptural word is difficult, and which do not concern the saving faith, 
that is, the ground and source, the way and means of our salvation. We shall now become 
acquainted with such points in the course of our exposition. 

Here D. Deinda6rfer briefly expresses the doctrinal and confessional position of 
the lowa Synod. lowa thus distinguishes two kinds of doctrines, on the one hand 
doctrines about which the Scriptures speak clearly and distinctly, about which the 
church has also spoken in its confessions, and these are doctrines of faith which 
concern the salvation or blessedness of man, on the other hand doctrines of which 
the Scriptures also speak, but in words difficult to understand, and which concern 
the blessed faith, which the Scriptures also speak of, but in words hard to 
understand, and which do not concern the saving faith, and thinks that for the right 
unity of the church agreement in the first kind of doctrines is sufficient, and rebukes 
Missouri for requiring unanimity in all doctrines. We ask, first, what kind of doctrines 
are these which have no clear and certain foundation in Scripture, and have nothing 
to do with man's faith and blessedness? Only what can be proved from Scripture, 
and what serves for the salvation of men, can surely be the object of "doctrine," 
Christian doctrine. This also seems to be felt to some extent by D. D. seems to feel 
this to some extent; therefore he then substitutes for the expression "doctrines" the 
other expressions "doctrinal questions," "open questions," "points," and thus shrouds 
his theory in mist. And if he now says of Missouri that it requires more for church 
fellowship than unity of faith and confession, this is false; but if he says that Missouri 
requires unity in all doctrines, this is true. 
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For us, "unity of faith and confession" and "unity in all doctrines" are identical terms. 
To Missouri the matter stands thus: What the holy Scriptures set before man in clear, 
bright sayings, that he should believe and keep it, that and only that is doctrine, 
Christian doctrine, but that also all belongs to Christian doctrine, and all doctrine of 
Scripture is profitable to chastisement, correction, faith, and blessedness. Though 
some doctrines are further from the centre of faith than others, yet all doctrines 
belong within the compass of beatific truth. And we do, however, demand unity in the 
whole area of doctrine, the doctrine of Scripture, as a precondition of church 
fellowship. On the other hand, as regards the interpretation of difficult, obscure 
passages of Scripture, we give liberty and acknowledge "open questions," if you will, 
in this area. Only that we do not tolerate any interpretation that contradicts a clear 
statement of Scripture, any teaching of Scripture. The different answers to such open 
questions, if they remain within the limits mentioned, are not regarded by us as 
doctrinal differences, and therefore not as separating the church. For doctrine is 
always based on clear, certain Scripture. Or if it is false doctrine, it is manifest 
contradiction of clear testimonies of Scripture. This position of the Missouri Synod, 
and of the Synodal Conference in general, is the position of the Lutheran Confession, 
D. D. appeals to the seventh article of the Augsburg Confession. The second part of 
this article, which is taken into consideration here, reads in full: "For this is enough 
for the true unity of the Christian churches, that the Gospel is preached with one 
accord according to a pure understanding, and that the sacraments are administered 
according to the divine word. And is it not necessary for the true unity of the Christian 
churches that uniform ceremonies, instituted by men, should be held everywhere, as 
Paul says, Eph. 4:5, 6: One body, one Spirit, as ye are called unto one hope of your 
profession, One Lord, One faith, One baptism." The opposition of doctrines of faith, 
in which, of course, there must be unanimity, and other less important doctrines, is 
purely entered by lowa into this paragraph of the Confession. The "pure 
understanding of the gospel," which is necessary to the unity of the church, embraces 
the whole doctrine of the divine word. For the contrast is formed by ceremonies 
instituted by men, in which there need be no uniformity. We add the first fundamental 
sentence of the Formula of Concord: "We believe, teach, and confess that the only 
rule and guide by which all doctrines and teachers are to be judged and evaluated 
are the prophetic and apostolic Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments, as it is 
written: Thy word is a lamp unto my feet, and a light unto my path. Ps. 119. and St. 
Paul: "If an angel come down from heaven, and preach otherwise, let him be 
accursed. Gal. 1." Here our Confession testifies that the Holy Scriptures are a Bright 
Light, showing us the way of life, All, 
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The authors of the Concordia Formula did not think that there are or could be 
doctrines beyond the Scriptures, about which the Scriptures do not speak clearly. 
That there are, or might be, doctrines beyond Scripture, about which Scripture does 
not speak clearly, did not occur to the authors of the Formula of Concord. And so 
from time immemorial in all doctrinal disputes, in all doctrinal differences, this has 
been the real question, whether what one part or the other teaches is according to 
Scripture or contrary to Scripture. It is only for this reason that the Missouri Synod 
denies church fellowship to the lowa Synod, because it is convinced and can prove 
that what the latter teaches or tolerates as doctrine on the points of difference in 


question is contrary to Scripture, to clara scriptura, and to the Scriptural confession. 
The lowa Church Gazette continues, p. 19: 


2. Such a point is found in the doctrine of the church. According to the third article of the 
Apostles' Creed, the church is "the congregation of the saints. In the seventh article of the 
Augsburg Confession it is said that it is "the assembly of all believers, in which the gospel is 
preached purely and the holy sacraments are administered according to the gospel. In the 
wording of these sentences both Synods agree. Now, however, the Missouri Synod lays all 
emphasis on the first part of this sentence, that the church is the assembly of all believers, and 
does not allow the second part, that the gospel is preached purely, etc., to come into its own. 
This second part no longer speaks of what the church is, what belongs to its constitution, but 
only gives the marks of the church. The church, because it is a congregation or assembly of 
believers, is invisible on earth. For no one can see faith. But the existence of the assembly of 
the faithful can be recognized by the fact that the gospel is preached purely and the sacraments 
are administered properly. The question arises here whether the means of grace of the Word 
and the holy Sacraments are present and administered in the assembly of the faithful only for 
the purpose, or mainly for the purpose, that by them the presence of the Church in any place 
may be known. This, of course, the Synod of Missouri itself did not wish to assert. If the assembly 
of the faithful is brought about by the holy gospel and the holy sacraments, it is preserved and 
increased by these alone. Well then, the teaching and preaching of the pure gospel and the 
administration of the holy sacraments must have a greater meaning for the church and its 
existence than that they are the marks of the church. The administration and use of the word 
and sacraments must then belong to the existence and essence of the church. And so the church 
also has a side in which it is visible to us, for the administration and use of the Word of God and 
the holy sacraments is something that meets our eyes and our senses. The lowa Synod, 
therefore, taught, and still teaches, that there are two sides to be distinguished in the Church, an 
inward and an outward. Inwardly viewed and regarded, the church is a communion of faith and 
of the Holy Spirit, and this, indeed, is its chief side. But she has also an external side, which she 
can and must never lack on earth: she is also communion of the Word and of the holy 
Sacraments, and as such she is visible. It is therefore visible and invisible 
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at the same time. Members of the church must be believers and partakers of the Holy Spirit and 
his gifts and works; but they must also have and take part in the word of God and the holy 
sacraments, without which they cannot be and remain believers. The Synod of lowa considers 
the theological exposition of the doctrine of the church as a merely invisible one to be defective; 
but it considers this point of the essential visibility of the church in doctrine to be no part of the 
doctrine of faith, if one otherwise holds to the necessity and efficacy of the word of God and the 
holy sacraments, as is done by the Missouri Synod. Our Synod, therefore, does not heresy the 
Missouri Synod for the sake of this difference. But we have been condemned by the Missouri 
Synod because we have taught and still teach that the Church is both invisible and visible at the 
same time, on the one side, and that is the main side, invisible communion of faith and of the 
Holy Spirit, and on the other side visible communion of the Word of God and of the holy 
sacraments. This is an injustice done to us. 

We remark on this as follows. The doctrine of the church, as set forth in 
Scripture and reproduced in the Lutheran Confession, is so easy and simple that, as 
our Confession expresses it, a child of seven years old can grasp and say what the 
Christian church is. One need only glance cursorily into the Scriptures, e. g. into the 
Epistles of Paul, and it will be seen at once that the Apostle, when he writes to the 
churches or congregations of Rome, Corinth, Ephesus, etc., and speaks to and of 
them, has in mind the believing Christians, the elect, saints, and beloved, who dwell 
in these places. The Apology of the Augsburg Confession, in the 7th article, defines 
the church throughout as the assembly of the saints, or the multitude of those who 
believe and have the Holy Spirit. The Christian church is, as the Apostolicum says, 
the congregation of the saints. And nothing more. "So the little word church," Luther 
writes in his Large Catechism, "really means nothing else but a common gathering, 
and is of a kind not German but Greek, as is also the word ecclesia... Therefore it 
should be called in proper German and our native tongue a Christian congregation 
or collection, or in the very best and clearest way a holy Christendom." It is unbiblical, 
contrary to confession, and downright absurd, if one, as lowa and the Romanizing 
newer theologians do, includes Word and Sacrament in the essence of the church, 
in the term "church. What a strange conclusion is this, that, because "the assembly 
of the faithful comes into being, is preserved, and is increased by the holy gospel and 
the holy sacraments," therefore "the administration and use of the word and 
sacraments must belong to the existence and essence of the church"! Then God, the 
triune God, must also be conceived as an essential part of the church, for it is God 
who works and sustains faith through Word and Sacrament. Then God must also be 
called a constituent part of the world. For the world was created by God and is 


preserved by God. "Church," "congregation," ecclesia, is, according to its concept and 
essence, an assembly of persons, of men. Persons, 


444The doctrinal differences between Missouri and lowa. 


It is people, namely believing Christians, not objective objects, such as Word and 
Sacrament, that constitute the essence of the church. The Apology repeatedly refers 
to Word and Sacrament as "outward signs" and the old Lutheran dogmatics 
consistently as notae ecclesiae. This use of language was not first brought up by 
Missouri, as it appears from the above account. "And this same church," namely, 
the communion of faith and holy goat, "has yet also outward signs, whereby it is 
known, namely, where God's word is purely passed, where the sacraments are 
administered according to the same, there is certainly the church, there are 
Christians, and this same church alone is called in Scripture Christ's body." (Miller, 
Symb. B., p. 152.) Because true faith is produced and preserved by Word and 
Sacrament alone, and because God's Word always produces some fruit, Isa. 55:10, 
11, and because wherever God's Word is passed on and baptism is administered, 
children are born to God in fact, therefore Word and Sacrament are sure marks of 
the church, by which one can recognize that in such and such a place there is really 
a group of true Christians. And it is of great importance to us that we know where 
we can find the holy, Christian, only saving church, which cannot be seen with the 
eyes, but can be grasped with the hands. Luther writes in his book Conciliis and 
Churches: "First of all, this Christian holy people is about to recognize where it has 
the holy Word of God..... Wherever you hear or see such a word preached ... there 
is no doubt that there must certainly be a true ecclesia sancta catholica there (1 Petr. 
2:9), even if there are very few of them. For God's word does not go away alone, 
Isa. 55:11, but must at least have a quarter or piece of the field." (Erl. Ausg. 25, 359. 
360.) The loash definition, however, is not only unscriptural and unsymbolic, but may 
also be even detrimental to the faith and the congregation of believers. If the church 
is by its very nature an institution, precisely the institution of preaching the word and 
administering the sacraments, then the thought is very obvious that all men who are 
still outwardly attached to this institution, even apparently unbelieving, godless men, 
belong to the church of Christ. For common sense will always assert its right to the 
extent that under "church," "congregation," "assembly," it cannot, after all, think of 
anything else than a heap of men. And when one hears that the Christian church is 
something else, something more, than the congregation of the saints, then one 
includes in the church all men who have anything to do with the ecclesiastical 
institutions. The German national churches have long since drawn this 
consequence. All who are baptized and hear a sermon now and then, or not even 
that, even apparently godless people, are regarded and treated as right members of 
the church. And the consequence of all this is then that it is completely in disrepair. 
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The confession so emphatically inculcates that all hypocrites and ungodly persons 
who are outwardly associated with the church are not members of the body of Christ 
but members of the devil, and that the contrast between the world and the church, 
between God's kingdom and the devil's kingdom, is gradually being evened out. 
A third point that D. Deindérfer registers, pp. 20-22, is the following: 

3. There is a similar point in the doctrine of the office of preaching. Both synods agree that 
this office is ordained and instituted by God and should not be lacking in the Christian church. He 
who exercises this office of shepherding and guiding the congregation with the word of God and 
the holy sacraments is to do it on behalf of Jesus Christ, the Lord of the church, and is to be 
regarded and respected as a servant of Christ and steward of God's mysteries, as it is written in 
1 Cor. 4:1 and in other places. In this also both synods agree, that the individual preacher or 
pastor overcomes the office by the indirect calling. Prophets and apostles were called directly by 
the Lord; pastors of churches are called indirectly by the Lord through the church or congregation. 
But in the declaration of the indirect calling, both synods go out of their way. The Missouri Synod 
teaches that the ministerial rights, the rights to baptize, to preach, to absolve, and to administer 
the Lord's Supper, lie in the general priesthood of all believers, and that therefore every believing 
Christian possesses these rights. But he may not exercise them publicly, but the office of 
preaching is ordained for public exercise. Now when the congregation appoints a preacher, the 
members of the congregation confer upon him their rights, that he may exercise them publicly 
in the place of all. So the office of preaching lies in the spiritual priesthood of all Christians, and 
is conferred by calling on individuals to be exercised publicly. But this doctrine of conferral is, as 
far as we know, not taken out of the Scriptures, but put into them. Nor is it found in our 
confessional writings, although reference is made to the Schmalkaldic Articles, which, however, 
contain nothing about a transfer of the rights of clergymen to preachers or pastors. Nevertheless, 
the Synod of Miffouri claims that this is the correct doctrine of the office of preaching, in 
accordance with Scripture and the Lutheran confession, which every Lutheran Christian must 
accept. - The Synod of lowa leaves to the Missouri Synod this human interpretation of the doctrine 
of profession. It allows the divine institution of the office of preaching to stand, the preacher to 
carry out his office in the name of Christ, and does not want him to be regarded and treated as a 
servant of the congregation. But the Synod of lowa could not and does not agree with this doctrine 
of conferral. It holds that the pastor receives his ministerial rights from the Lord of the church out 
of his word, for therein is given the command to baptize, preach, etc., and that this is done by 
calling, in which the Lord uses his church as his instrument. When the church, or the congregation 
as a part of the church, chooses, calls (gives him a vocation), and ordains a man recognized as 
fit for the sacred office, it acts as an instrument of the Lord of the church, who in this way at all 
times gives her pastors and teachers. Our Synod does not hold that the ministry propagates itself, 
as the Episcopalians teach in the manner of the Roman Church, by one bishop conferring his 
ministry on another, or by one pastor conferring his ministry on another, by the laying on of hands, 
but that the Lord of the Church propagates the sacred ministry by the ministry of his Church. It 
lies here 
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There is evidently a difference only in a subordinate point of the doctrine of the ministry of 
preaching, which in no way concerns our salvation. We therefore do not consider a teacher or 
Christian who has a different opinion or conviction on this point from that which prevails in our 
Synod to be a false teacher or false Christian, to whom we would have to deny brotherly 
fellowship. On the other hand, the Synod of Missouri, together with its covenanters, considers 
this part of its doctrine to be a part of the doctrine of faith, in which all Lutherans must agree, 
and has always fought us as false teachers and false believers, because we could not agree 
with their opinion, for which we find no clear reason in Scripture. 

As to this difference in the doctrine of the ministry of the Church, which is 
substantially correct in the above, we, for our part, have repeatedly emphasized that 
the expression "conferring" does not matter so much to us, only that we think it most 
concisely denotes the thing we have in mind. The question at issue is, whether the 
key power or authority, the right to preach, to absolve, to administer the sacraments, 
is originally entrusted and commanded by Christ to the whole church, that is, to all 
the faithful, and therefore a minister called by a church, a Christian congregation, 
when he performs the works of his office, preaches, baptizes, etc., does this, as in 
the name of God, so in the name, commission, and in the place of the congregation, 
in the place of all, or whether the office of preaching stands apart from and above 
the congregation, and therefore a congregation, when it appoints a pastor, entrusts 
to him something in which it itself has no right and no share. Or, in short, the question 
is whether Christ has given the keys of the kingdom of heaven to all believing 
Christians in general, or only to one class of them, the apostles, or pastors? The 
Missouri Synod teaches the former, the lowa Synod the latter. And it seems strange 
when D. D. stracksweg asserts that the Missouri doctrine of the ministry is not found 
in our confessions. One need only consult the Schmalkaldic Articles and consider 
such statements as the following: "Concerning this, it must be confessed that the 
keys do not belong to one man alone, but are given to the whole church, as this can 
be sufficiently proven with light and certain causes. For as the promise of the gospel 
belongs certainly and without means to the whole church, so the keys belong without 
means to the whole church, since the keys are nothing else than the office by which 
such promise is communicated to everyone who desires it, as it is in the work before 
us that the church has power to ordain ministers. And Christ saith in these words: 
What ye shall bind, etc., and signifies to whom he hath given the keys, namely, to 
the churches: Where two or three are gathered together in my name, etc. And Christ 
giveth the highest and last judgment of the churches, saying, Tell it of the churches." 
(Muller, Symb. B., p. 333.) In the following, p. 334, the power of the keys is defined 
as the power "to preach the gospel, to proclaim the forgiveness of sins, to administer 
the sacraments, and to condemn the ungodly. 
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and emphasized that Christ gave this authority to his disciples with the words: "Go 
and teach," etc., Matth. 28, 19. 20. We read further, p. 341: "For where the church 
is, there is ever the command to preach the gospel. Therefore the churches must 
retain the power to require, elect, and ordain church ministers." What the Lutheran 
Confession here testifies to as clearly and unmistakably as is possible is this: Christ 
has given and commanded the keys or power to preach the Gospel, to administer 
the Sacraments, to absolve, to banish, to the whole Church, to all believers. And just 
"therefore," because all the churches have this power, they also have power and 
authority to elect and ordain church officers, who then administer the keys in the 
name of the church. And these propositions the Lutheran confession has also proved 
from Scripture. The scriptural sayings cited by it are in themselves light and clear. 
That Christ, for example, in the command, "Go and teach," Matt. 28:18 ff, has in mind 
the disciples, the faithful of all ages, to the end of the world, follows irrefutably from 
the concluding clause, v. 20: "And, lo, | am with you alway, even unto the end of the 
world." How the public ministry of preaching results from the general priesthood of 
all believers, Luther has explained, for example, in the scripture: "That a Christian 
assembly or congregation has the right and power to judge all doctrine and to 
appoint, install, and dismiss teachers: Reason and Cause from the Scriptures". 
Among other things, it says: "No one can deny that every Christian has God's word 
and is taught and anointed by God to be a priest; as Christ says John 6:45: They will 
all be taught by God. And Ps. 45:8, God hath anointed thee with the oil of gladness 
in the sight of all thy comrades. These fellows are the Christians, Christ's brethren, 
who are ordained priests with him; as Peter also saith, 1 Peter 2:9, Ye are the royal 
priesthood, that ye should preach the virtues of him that hath called you unto his 
marvellous light. But if they have the word of God, and are anointed of him, they are 
bound to confess, teach, and spread it: as Paul saith, 2 Cor. 4:13, We also have the 
same spirit of faith, therefore we also speak: as the prophet saith, Ps. 116:10, | have 
believed, therefore | speak: and Ps. 51:15, he saith of all Christians: | will teach the 
ungodly thy ways, and that sinners may turn unto thee; so that here again it is certain 
that a Christian hath not only right and power to teach the word of God, but is guilty 
of doing the same in the loss of his soul and God's disgrace. Thus speakest thou: 
Yea, how? if he be not called to it, he may not preach, as thou hast often taught 
thyself? Answer: Here thou shalt place the Christian in two places. In the first place, 
if he be in a place where there are no Christians, he hath no need of any other 
profession, but that he be a Christian, inwardly called and anointed of God. But in 
the second place, if he be 
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Since there are Christians in the place who have equal authority and right with him, 
he should not distinguish himself, but be called and brought forth to preach and 
teach in the place and by the command of others. Yes, a Christian has so much 
power that he may and should appear and teach even in the midst of Christians, 
uncalled by men, where he sees that the teacher is lacking there, etc." That Luther 
still held on to this doctrine of the origin of the office of preaching in later years is 
proved by his later writings, e.g., especially by the well-known writing of the 
Conciliarities and Churches of 1539. It is obvious that Missouri, with his doctrine of 
the office, does not go one step beyond Luther and the Lutheran confession. This 
was also acknowledged by Pastor Lohe, the originator of the lowaschen ministry 
doctrine, and he admitted his dissensus from the "individual Lutheran" doctrine of 
ministry and church. To be sure, the Loéhe-lowasche theory of ministry is as 
unbiblical as it is un-Lutheran, and it harms the life of the church. It places pastor 
and congregation in a skewed relationship to one another from the outset, gives 
pastors cause for parochial claims, and deprives congregations of a strong impulse 
to cooperate in the kingdom of God. And it is truly no small thing when a synod, with 
its public teaching, deprives believing Christians of the rights and privileges which 
Christ has given them. This is what our confession reproaches the pope for. 

In a subsequent column, pp. 22. 23, the lowa paper comments on Sunday 
teaching: 
4. We turn to another point. This concerns the doctrine of Sunday. The confessions of 
our church teach that in the new covenant the Sabbath of the Old Testament has been done 
away with. Thus it is written in Col. 2:16, 17, that we Christians should not let ourselves feel 
guilty about certain holidays, new moons, or Sabbaths. The Sabbath with its outward 
observance belongs to the ceremonial law, to which we Christians are no longer bound by our 
conscience, as the Jews were bound by it; the Sabbath rest has found its fulfillment in Christ. 
So we do not celebrate Sunday in the place of the Sabbath. If the third commandment were still 
in force according to its wording, we should keep the seventh day, for the sanctification of the 
Sabbath is commanded in it, but the Sabbath is the seventh day, Saturday. But that we 
Christians also celebrate one day in the week, we do so in Christian liberty, in which the church 
has ordered the celebration of Sunday almost from the beginning. For it is God's will that we 
should hold divine assemblies, in which the Word of God is preached and taught, heard and 
learned, in which also Holy Communion is celebrated, and the name of the Lord is publicly 
invoked and honored. And for this a certain time was and is needed. But the church has 
appointed Sunday for this very purpose, because this is the memorial day of the resurrection of 
Christ and also of the outpouring of the Holy Spirit. In this, Missouri and lowa are in complete 
agreement. Now there have always been teachers in the Lutheran Church who have held that it 
is one of the abiding things in the third commandment that one day of the week should be 
dedicated to the special service of God. In this respect, they said, the celebration of Sunday was 
based on 
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but to the third commandment in the law. Thus the Christian church should in any case have set 
aside one day of the week for the celebration of worship. The Synod of lowa is now of the opinion 
that this doctrine of the necessity of celebrating one day of the week is not to be judged as a 
deviation from the Christian faith, and that those who hold this opinion, if they otherwise believe 
and teach evangelically about the celebration of Sunday, may well be left in the fellowship of the 
Evangelical Lutheran Church. The Missouri Synod, however, judges this point as a deviation 
from the right faith, as an apostasy from a part of the Lutheran confession, although it does not 
dare to deny orthodoxy to those old teachers of our church who held and taught this opinion, and 
to condemn them as false teachers. 


However, we Missourians see in the opinion that it belongs to the abiding part 
of the third commandment that one day of the week should be consecrated to the 
special service of God, whether we find it among now living or old teachers of the 
church, a deviation from a part of the Lutheran confession. For the Lutheran 
Confession teaches and confesses, as clearly and unmistakably as one could wish, 
the very opposite. In the 28th Article of the Augsburg Confession we read: "Thus the 
order of Sunday, of the Easter celebration, of the Pentecosts, and the like, is to be 
observed. Celebration and manner. For those who think that the ordinance of 
Sunday is established as necessary for the Sabbath are greatly mistaken. For the 
holy Scriptures have abolished the Sabbath, and teach that all the ceremonies of the 
old law may be abolished after the opening of the gospel; And yet, because it was 
necessary to ordain a certain day, that the people might know when to come 
together, the Christian Church ordained Sunday for this purpose, and was the more 
pleased and willing to make this change, that the people might have an example of 
Christian liberty, that it might be known that neither the keeping of the Sabbath nor 
any other day was necessary." According to our Lutheran confession, then, the 
Christian church, in Christian liberty, ordained Sunday for worship, in order at the 
same time to give an example of Christian liberty, that Christians should know that 
neither the Sabbath nor any other day is necessary to celebrate according to God's 
will. In his Large Catechism Luther writes: "Therefore this commandment, according 
to the common sense, is of no concern to us Christians, for it is an entirely external 
thing, like other statutes of the Old Testament, bound to particular manner, person, 
time, and place, all of which have now been set free by Christ." Yes, such outward 
things as statutes about particular rites, persons, times, and places are set free to 
Christians through Christ. Luther then goes on to justify the setting apart of one day 
in the week by the need of the great multitude. What Luther and the Lutheran 
Confession teach about Sunday is in harmony with Scripture. Neither the Old 
Testament version nor the New Testament understanding of the third commandment 
gives any support to the idea that Sunday is a day of rest. 
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Assumption that the celebration of at least one of the seven days of the week is 
commanded by God. No, the apostle testifies with clear words to the contrary, when 
he inculcates the Christians with Col. 2, 16: "Therefore let no one make a conscience 
of you. . . about certain holidays," xx épxx Aoprije, in parte diei festi, about any thing 
which belongs to the category of feast-day, festival. Incidentally, even this error, the 
erroneous Sunday doctrine of the lowans, is not such an innocent thing. Once one 
has begun to turn human statutes and ecclesiastical ordinances into God's 
commandments, there is soon no stopping him on this slippery slope. The Augsburg 
Confession, in this very connection, reminds Christians of the apostolic warning Gal. 
5:1: "Stand therefore in liberty, that Christ may set us free; and be not again bound 
in the bondage of the yoke." The right distinction between God's command and 
man's order, middle things, is as important to the salvation of the Church as the 
distinction between the Law and the EvanSelium. (To be continued.) G. St. 


The Scriptural Evidence for the Lutheran Doctrine of the "Holy" 
Supper. 


(Continued.) 

The apostle Paul presented the words of institution, which he had received 
from the Lord through a special revelation, to the Corinthians in order to show them 
how bad the celebration of their communal meals was to this foundation. Now he 
attaches to these words of institution from the Lord Himself serious words of 
exhortation and warning. What follows in the eleventh chapter of the First Epistle to 
the Corinthians are no longer words of the Lord that the apostle refers to, but his 
own words. In these words Paul speaks mainly of the right use, of the worthy and 
unworthy reception of this endowment of Christ. The consideration of these 
exhortations will therefore best fit in when we speak of the blessing and benefit, of 
the fruit of this sacrament. But all these exhortations and instructions of the apostle 
rest and are founded on the words of institution, and flow from them, rest and are 
founded on this fact, that in the Lord's Supper we receive not only bread and wine 
as signs and symbols of the absent Christ, but precisely his body and blood. We 
therefore lift out of this context a few verses which have always been used by our 
Church to prove the presence of the body and blood of Christ in the Lord's Supper. 
These are especially vv. 27-29, where the apostle speaks of those who go unworthily 
to Holy Communion. It is said in v. 27: "Whosoever therefore is unworthy of 
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eateth this bread, or drinketh of the cup of the Lord, he is guilty of the body and blood 
of the Lord." So the apostle says of those who eat this bread and drink the cup of 
the Lord unworthily, that they become guilty of the body and blood of the Lord. So 
he is speaking here of the eating and drinking of the bread and wine, and not of the 
body and blood of Christ. The enthusiasts have liked to refer to the fact that Paul 
repeatedly speaks of eating and drinking bread and wine and not of the body and 
blood of Christ, and have wanted to conclude from this that Paul knew nothing about 
eating and drinking the body and blood of Christ. The answer to this objection is 
simple, and Luther already gave it excellently in his great Confession of the Lord's 
Supper: "He does not speak of bad bread and cups, but says: 'This bread, this cup,' 
pointing mightily with these words 'this' and ' this' back to the bread and cup, since 
he had said of. Now if they were to follow these two pointers back, and see what 
kind of bread and cup he points to, they would well find that this bread is the body of 
Christ, and the cup the New Testament; for he speaks of the same bread and cup 
when he says, 'this' and 'this,' as even children and fools well know." (XX, 1074.) 
The apostle speaks of eating the bread which the Lord had before said was his body; 
he speaks of drinking the cup of the Lord, that cup which the Lord had presented to 
his disciples in these words, "This is the new testament in my blood." To be sure, 
these words of the apostle show that in the Lord's Supper we can also speak of the 
eating and drinking of the bread and wine, that therefore in the Lord's Supper bread 
and wine are still present and are eaten and drunk by us, that therefore the bread is 
not changed into the body of Christ, the wine not into Christ's blood. These words 
are a powerful testimony against Papist transubstantiation. 

Of him that eateth this bread unworthily, and drinketh this cup, the apostle 
saith, that he is guilty of the body and blood of the Lord (évoyoc¢ éota1 tov aepatos xa\ 


aiLaToG TOD Kopiod). Evoyoc with the (from évéyopiai) with the genitive denotes first such 
a one as is held fast in any thing, who is entangled and caught in it, that he cannot 
escape. Thus Heb. 2, 15. is said of men, that they évoyor 7 oav dovdsiag pofw Oavatov 
01. novtoc tov Ziv. . Next, the word is used in a judicial sense, and then means to be 


entangled in a crime, in a debt, in a punishment, to be guilty of a crime, to be worthy 
of a punishment. Thus, for instance, the members of the High Council exclaim 


concerning Christ, évoyog Oavatov éoti (Matth. 26, 66.). Marc. 3, 29. it is said, 
"Whoever blasphemes against the Holy Spirit... Is guilty of eternal judgment (évoydc¢ 


éotlv aiwviov, Kpiogms). But also the thing by the breach of which one has incurred a 
debt, by the breach of which one is guilty of guilt and 


452 Scriptural Evidence for the Lutheran Doctrine of Holy Communion. 


Punishment is arrested, stands with it in the genitive. Thus, e. g., Jac. 2:10, "If any 
man keep the whole law, and sin in one, he is wholly guilty" (yiyove mavtov, se. 


EVTOAOV, évozoc), that is, he becomes guilty, is entangled in the transgression of all 
the commandments. So also it is used here. He who partakes of the holy supper 
unworthily is guilty of a crime against the body and blood of the Lord; he sins against 
Christ's body and blood, and is therefore liable to guilt and punishment. The apostle 
Paul clearly states here that those who partake of the Lord's Supper in an unworthy 
manner sin against the body and blood of the Lord, not against the bread and wine 
as signs and symbols of the absent body and blood of Christ. If anyone who eats 
this blessed bread unworthily and drinks this blessed cup unworthily is guilty not of 
the external elements but of the body and blood of the Lord, it clearly follows that the 
unworthy communicant also receives the body and blood of the Lord with the bread 
and wine, and that Christ's body and blood are truly present in the Lord's Supper and 
are partaken of by all who partake of the sacrament. 

The enthusiasts have also tried to escape from these clear words of holy 
scripture. Luther gives the gloss of Oecolampad thus: "The Corinthians have sinned 
against the sacrament, that is, against the bread and wine, which are signs of the 
body and blood of Christ, with unworthy eating, as he who dishonors the image of 
an emperor dishonors the emperor himself. Therefore he that eateth this bread and 
wine unworthily dishonoureth the body and blood of Christ, whose image or sign they 
are." (XX, 1077.) This error has recently been taken up again by Nebe, when he 
writes: "One may also offend against symbols: are not insults to the images of 
princes, according to our legal concepts, insults to majesty? And offenses against 
the symbols of the body and blood of Jesus Christ would be all the more grievous, 
since the Lord Himself instituted these symbols and their sacred mnemonifical use." 
(Op. cit., p. 275.) 

This principle is undoubtedly true and correct, that whoever offends against a 
symbol and image, offends against the one whom this symbol represents and 
depicts. We have no objection to this principle. But that principle cannot be applied 
here. This gloss could only apply if the Lord had said that bread and wine were signs 
or symbols of His body and blood, and now the apostle continues, "Whosoever 
therefore eateth unworthily of this bread, of which we have heard before that it is a 
symbol of the body of Christ, sinneth not against the bread only, but against Christ's 
body itself." But the Lord says nothing at all about the bread being the symbol of His 
body, and the wine the sign of His blood, but, saying. 
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gives bread and wine to his disciples: This is my body, and this is my blood. This is 
only a reformed gloss, that these words should mean as much as: This is 
symbolically my body. The reformers make the argument very easy for themselves. 
They understand the words "body" and "blood" in the same context, sometimes 
tropically, sometimes in the proper sense, just as they wish, just as it suits them. 
They understand them just as it suits them to make their preconceived doctrine of 
the Holy Supper seem to agree with Scripture. In the words of institution themselves, 
according to Oekolampad, the words are to be understood tropically, here in their 
proper meaning. 

Luther therefore rightly answers him, among other things: "If body and blood 
are to be understood in this place as the words are and are not tropus, then they 
must also not be tropus in the text of the Lord's Supper, for it does not want to suffer 
itself in any way that Paul should use different and different words over one thing or 
matter and in one speech, as a two-faced and cunning deceiver, but he must simply 
let body and blood be the same in both places and one word. If 'body' in the Lord's 
Supper is called the sign of the body, and 'blood' the sign of the blood, then here also 
it must be called the sign of the body and the sign of the blood. If in the Lord's Supper 
it is properly called body and blood, it must also be properly called body and blood; 
for if he speaks of the same Lord's Supper in both places, he must also speak of the 
same body and blood; for there he teaches and institutes it, here he exhorts to the 
proper use of the same." (XX, 1078 f.) 

Luther finally puts forward another reason against this "little bell," as he calls it. 
He writes: "Fifth, even if all other things were bad, and none were lacking, the little 
bell itself is also defective. For Paul does not say: For St. Paul does not say, 'He that 
eateth this bread unworthily is guilty of Christ,’ according to Oecolampad's opinion, 
as he is guilty of the king who scorns the king's image; but St. Paul shows that the 
guilt is of the pieces of Christ, to which the bread and wine are to be like or signs, 
namely, 'of the body and blood,’ saith he, ‘he is guilty,’ etc." (1 Corinthians 3:4). 
According to this, Oecolampad would have to put his glosses and examples thus or 
similarly: He that dishonours the nose of the image dishonours the nose of the king. 
He who mocks the mouth of the image mocks the mouth that the king has. So that 
the dishonor done to the image is not to the person, but to the things that are 
dishonored in the images. For Paul does not refer here to the person of Christ, but 
to the body and blood of Christ as pieces of the person. | say this so that you may 
see how Oecolampad does not conduct his glosses and examples correctly, and 
does not rhyme with St. Paul's text. For if it should rhyme, St. Paul, as has been said, 
should speak thus: He that eateth this bread is guilty of Christ: as he that 
dishonoureth the king's image is guilty of the king; that is, he sinneth not against a 
member or part of the person, but against the body. 
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in the king's majesty and regiment. For this is what is meant by such speech. But 
here saith St. Paul, He that sinneth against the things of the person, as against the 
body and blood of Christ, is nearer and more than against the majesty and regiment 
of Christ. Therefore also such little bell is in himself nothing that saith of the majesty 
and regiment, as the text speaketh of pieces or parts of the person." (XX, 1079 f.) 
Since the Lord's supper is such that we eat and drink Christ's body and blood 
with the blessed bread and wine, and therefore everyone who eats and drinks 
unworthily becomes guilty of the body and blood of the Lord himself, the apostle 
seriously admonishes the Christians in the next verse (v. 28). 28.) that a man should 
examine himself, and so eat of this bread, and drink of this cup, adding again by way 
of warning, how dangerous a thing it is to partake of the Lord's Supper unworthily. It 
is further said, v. 29. "For he that eateth and drinketh unworthily eateth and drinketh 
judgment to himself" (or more properly, a judgment, or par excellence, xpiua), "lest 
he should distinguish the body of the Lord." In the oldest manuscripts the words and 
Tot yopiov are missing, and the passage, according to this reading, is thus to be 
translated: But he that eateth and drinketh (namely, in the holy supper) eateth and 
drinketh judgment to himself, if he discern not the body (that is, the body here spoken 
of, the body yar éfoyijv, the body of the HErrn). Both readings, according to the 
sense, come to one, and we need not consider the difference further. This is what 
the Apostle says: He who eats and drinks in the holy supper in such a way as not to 
distinguish the body of the HER, and he who does not do so eats and drinks just 
unworthily, he eats and drinks himself not blessing but judgment. What do these 
words mean? The apostle uses the word diaxpivetv. Kpweiv means in the basic 
meaning, to separate, but, to separate, the Latin Corners. The preposition did 
strengthens the term, indicating that the action really completes itself, comes to its 
end, and so corresponds in many cases to our German prefix "zer," e. g.: to break 
and break; to tear, tear up; to beat, smash. Thus diaxpivelv means to separate from 
one another and to separate, to set apart, to distinguish, and that in many cases with 
the secondary meaning, to prefer something to another. Thus it is said, e. g., Apost. 
15, 9. "And made no distinction between us and them" (xal ovdév diéypive petach nuov 


Té yai avt@v). The Holy Spirit did not distinguish between Jews and Gentiles, did not 
separate the Jews from the Gentiles, that He gave any preference to those over 
these. 1 Cor. 4:7: tig ydp o¢ dlaypivei. Who distinguisheth thee from others? 

Who prefereth thee before others? Therefore, as the apostle says in our passage, 
he who eats and drinks Holy Communion unworthily judges himself, because he 
does not distinguish, does not separate the body of the Lord, does not give 
preference to the body of the Lord, does not hold it higher. Luther writes: "Now tell 
me, how is one to be justified in the eating and drinking of the 
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What is the difference of the body of the Lord? The Greek word diaxpiveiv, in Latin 
discernere, means to have a difference, and not to hold one like the other, but one 


more noble, better, and more delicious than the other. That St. Paul thus wills: He 
that eateth and drinketh unworthily deserveth judgment or good punishment..; for in 
his unworthy eating and drinking he does not, non discernit, distinguish the body of 
Christ, but holds and partakes of the bread and wine of the Lord, as if it were 
otherwise bad bread and wine, when it is the Lord's body and blood; for if he held it 
in earnest for the Lord's body, he would not so approach and eat with unworthiness, 
as if it were otherwise bread, but with fear and humility and honour, for he would ever 
have to shrink from the Lord's body." (XX, 245 f.) The apostle's speech is concise. 
He does not say directly from what such a one does not distinguish the body of the 
HER. But this addition follows easily from the context. The apostle chastises the 
Corinthian Christians for coming together to celebrate the Lord's Supper as if it were 
an ordinary meal. Then one eats and drinks judgment here, if one eats the Lord's 
Supper like another ordinary meal, and does not distinguish the body of the Lord 
from an ordinary meal, if one does not believe it, or does not consider it and act 
accordingly, that we do not eat ordinary bread here, but the blessed bread, which is 
the fellowship of the body of Christ, that is, with the bread the body of the Lord. Thus 
Luther also gives the sense of this passage. He says: "Let a thing be eaten 
unworthily, and not distinguish the body of Christ, which we understand by the word 
as it reads, that the Corinthians ate the bread with such ignorance or lack of reason 
as if it were bad bread, and made no distinction between this bread and other bread. 
For if they do not consider it to be the body of Christ, or if they handle it as if it were 
not the body of Christ, they do not distinguish the body of Christ, and this does not 


go unpunished. We know well how St. Paul uses the little word Sr "x*er> pro pro 


discernere, as 1 Cor. 4:7: Who hath discerned thee? That is, who hath made thee so 
special above others, as if thou wert better and different than the multitude? And 
Rom. 14,23: But he that distinguisheth is condemned: that is, he that reckoneth this 
sin, and this right, and yet doeth it contrary. And so sortan St. Paul calls 5& ypiverv, 
which we call making a difference, distinguishing, holding this different from that." 
(XX, 1081.) 

So also here the apostle clearly says that even the unworthy receive Christ's 
body in the Lord's Supper, for they do not distinguish Christ's body from an ordinary 
meal. So then Christ's body is present in the Lord's Supper, and is eaten with the 
bread by all who partake of it. G.M. 

(To be continued.) 
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What does the Lutheran Confession teach about the nature of 
"justifying" faith? 


(Conclusion.) 


The first thing | want to say is that | do not want to be a part of anything,” he 
said. But the human wills can be divided into 1. acts by which we take something 
into and out of ourselves, and 2. acts by which we take something out of ourselves. 
The former are acts of receptivity, the latter acts of productivity. In the former it is a 
matter of taking, in the latter of giving. Now the question is, What is the nature of 
the activity of faith in justification? Is it a receiving or a giving activity in justification? 
Is it receptive or productive in justification? God alone is the source of life, ever 
giving, ever gushing, ever overflowing, ever pouring forth, without taking anything 
from anywhere. But wherever creaturely life is found, there we observe receptivity 
and productivity. This is also true of faith, the spiritual life of man. Faith takes and 
gives, it assimilates and produces, it is receptive and effective (efficax), etc. It sees, 
hoards, feels, and produces. It sees, hoards, feels, senses, eats, drinks, tastes and 
tastes, takes and receives. But also: it gives and produces, it loves and praises, it 
gives thanks and praises, it confesses and preaches, it creates and endures and 
bears all kinds of fruit. Faith is receptive and productive. 

But let us first consider some analogies. In the plant world, life expresses itself 
in two ways: 1. as absorbing and assimilating, and 2. as building up, producing, and 
generating. Through its leaves and roots the tree absorbs food and moisture. This 
is areal activity, an expression of life in the tree. If it ceases, the tree dies. Different 
from this receptive activity, which absorbs nourishment from the outside, is the 
productive activity of budding and leafing and bearing fruit. In the first act, the life of 
the tree takes nourishment into itself; in the last, it sets fruit forth from itself. The first 
is not passivity and the second activity, but both are activity: the first receptive and 
the second productive activity. It is exactly the same with animal life. Here, too, the 
vital force expresses itself as taking and giving. The organs of our body are active 
when they assimilate food, drink and oxygen and thus supply man with juices and 
forces. The whole process of nourishment consists of assimilative or receptive acts. 
The same life of our body, however, is also productively active in the building up 
and expansion of the body and the outward actuation of its limbs. In both cases we 
are dealing with real acts. It is no different with the life of the spirit. Its activity 
manifests itself as receptivity and 
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Productivity. When we see, hear, and feel, these are all acts by which we take 
something into our minds. The pupils at school, the hearers in church, are chiefly 
receptive. Eye, ear, touch, etc., are all channels through which we receive the 
external world into ourselves. And so when we receive the world into our spirit, it is 
not passivity, but activity. It is an act of our attention. With greater or lesser interest 
we take into our souls all sorts of new facts and truths. Attention and interest, 
however, are essentially one and the same thing. It is real activity, but receptive, not 
productive. When, on the other hand, we begin to plan and think, to work out 
sermons and halls, to write articles and books, or to perform the works of our 
profession, we are productively active. Then we no longer take into our souls, but 
put out of ourselves thoughts and resolutions and works. Wherever there is natural 
life, there we find acts of receptivity and productiveness. 

What is the nature of the activity of faith? Is faith receptive or productive, or 
both? Is it an act by which we take something into ourselves, or by which we put 
something out of ourselves, make something, or bring something about? Is faith a 
taking or a giving, or both? Above all, what is the nature of the activity of faith in 
justification? - Faith is life, new spiritual life, life creatively produced in man by God. 
And what we have proved of the natural life is also true of the life of faith. Faith takes 
and gives, it draws in and produces and puts forth of itself. First it takes and then it 
gives. It takes in justification and gives in sanctification. With reference to the 
forgiveness of sins it is receptive, and with reference to love and good works it is 
productive. What the natural man cannot do, faith wrought by the Holy Spirit does: it 
takes, receives, and appropriates, déyetal, arodéyetra, AapPavel, yatadappPavel, 


mopadapPaver (1 Cor. 2:14. John 1:5, 11. and many other passages). 1) What? The 
grace of God, the merit of Christ, the promise of the gospel, absolution, the 
forgiveness of sins, the divine sentence of justification. These are the spiritual juices 
and powers which faith constantly assimilates, absorbs, and allows to penetrate the 
arid soul. It is with these that faith nourishes itself from the first moment to the last, 
until it is transformed into vision. Faith takes hold of God's judgment, "Thy sins be 
forgiven thee," and makes it its own. Faith is activity in the form of receptivity: 

1) Quenstedt writes: "Apprehensionem designant sacrae Hterae verbis 
LapBaver, Joh. 1, 12. 17, 8. Rom. 5, 17. Gal. 3, 14.; katadopBavew, John 1, 5.; 
napoAapPdver, 1, 11.; émdap Paver, Gal. 4, 12.; déyeoiai, Luc. 8, 13. Act. 8, 14. 
Jac. 1, 21.; dxodéyeobau, Act. 2, 41.1 Tim. 1:15." (Baieri Comp. Il, p. 267.) 
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Acceptance and grasping. And this is the activity of faith in justification. If, then, we 
ask what the act of faith in justification consists in, the answer is: In justification faith 


accepts the good of grace which God offers in the gospel. In justification faith is nuda 


apprehensio. And in this way faith remains active throughout life. It is the constant 
appropriation of the forgiveness of sins, which God offers us abundantly and daily 
and in various ways (in word, baptism, supper, absolution, consolatio fratrum). In 
justification, faith "is not the producer of facts, but it is the recipient of what is given 
to us." As the sponge absorbs the water, and as the dry earth the rain, so faith 
absorbs the word of absolution. Faith opens the heart to the consolation of the 
forgiveness of sins. Lydia's heart was opened, so that she paid attention to what Paul 
said. Mary sat at Jesus' feet and listened to his speech. She absorbed the comfort 
of the gospel with faith, the ear of the soul. And this was not passivity, but activity, 
but not productive, but receptive activity. In short, in justification faith behaves 
receptively, and this receptivity is the very essence of justifying faith. 

But the same faith is also productively active. And here, too, this productivity 
is the fruit and consequence of receptivity. Faith is life, and it proves and reveals this 
precisely through its productive, productive activity. Faith accepts and appropriates. 
But it also sets out of itself. It produces sweet and lovely fruits: gratitude to God, love 
of God and neighbor, and all manner of virtues and good works. Faith is active 
(efficax) through love. But this productive activity is not a function of faith in 
justification. Nor does this productive activity of faith precede the receptive activity, 
but rather follows it. It is not a function of faith in justification, nor does this productive 
activity of faith precede the receptive, but rather follows it. In justification, faith has to 
do only with the grace offered, which it is only to receive and not to produce. In 
justification faith gives nothing, it only takes. Justification does not consist in this, that 
faith produces love and other virtues and works, and so justifies man. What faith 
produces, these are all things which are no more taken into account in justification 
than the fruit of a tree is in the question of its nourishment. This is also true of Ritschl 
and Harnack, according to whom man himself, or faith in man, produces and brings 
forth the judgment of justification. According to Harnack, faith brings forth the 
judgment from within itself: "Your sins are forgiven you. Faith wrests the judgment of 
justification from itself, and boldly and courageously swings itself toward 
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this judgment. According to Harnack, Christ was the first to produce the judgment in 
himself: God forgives sins. And therein consists the art of faith, that the Christian 
imitates this and overcomes the evil conscience by declaring the condemning 


judgment of the same to be self-deception and thus absolves himself. Egomet mi 


ignosco, - that is the formula of Ritschl's doctrine of justification. But if the bringing 
about of the justifying judgment were the function of faith, then it would be 
productively active in justification. Justification would then be the fruit of faith. But 
faith is not fruitful in justification. In justification, faith of itself produces nothing at all, 
much less the judgment of justification itself. God justifies in the gospel, and faith 
appropriates this judgment to itself. God absolves in his word, and faith takes hold 
of this absolution. When we say that faith justifies and absolves, we do not mean it 
productively, but only receptively. Faith justifies because and in so far as it makes 
God's judgment its own. As the eye and ear do not make the colors and sounds, but 
receive them, so faith does not make justification, but receives it as a gift from God. 
If, then, we ask what is the nature of faith's activity in justification, the answer is: faith 
is not productive but receptive in justification, not giving but taking. Faith does not 
produce any of its objects, either wholly or in part. It finds them in the gospel and 
appropriates them. Faith makes its own the forgiveness and justification offered in 
the word. Faith provides nothing, nothing at all, by which the verdict of justification 
and acquittal, whether in whole or in part, can be established. It takes only what God 
presents to it in word, and what has come to pass through Christ, quite apart from 
the act of faith. In short, in justification, faith is not productive, but receptive. 

Let us now hear our confession. It is true that it does not use the terms 
"activity," "receptivity," and "productivity. But as it is clear from it that faith is an act, 
a velle of man, so it is equally clear that this act in justification is not giving but 
receiving, not working but receiving, not producing but accepting, and that it is only 
in sanctification that this faith becomes productive and active through love. We recall 
first the following expressions of the Apology: faith holds fast the divine promise, 
accipit a Deo oblata beneficia (p. 96:8 49), accipit promissionem (p. 96:8 53); it "grasps" 
the word, through which mercy is promised (p. 102:8 82). Faith is "grasping the word" 
(p. 99, 8 67). Faith "takes as a gift" (p. 97, 8 56). Faith is, "since | allow myself to be 
given and given by God, since we receive from him what he promises and lays hold 
of." 
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(P. 96, 8 49. P. 108, 8 113. 114). Faith "feeleth consolation" (p. 97); it "receiveth and 
feeleth forgiveness of sins" (p. 98, 8 63); fides concipit consolationem (p. 98, 8 62); it 
"graspeth (accipit) the promise" (p. 97, 8 56. p. 130, 8 126). God wills that in 
justification we receive from him, ita vult innotescere Deus, ita vult se coli, ut ab ipso 
accipiamus beneficia (p. 97, § 60). In justificatione utimur eo (Christo) mediatore (p. 99, 
8 69). Uti Christo mediatore (©. 140, § 193); utimur benefictis (p. 95, 8 46); using 
Christum as a single mediator (eo uti mediatore) (p. 89, 8 18. 140, 193. 101,81), therein 
consists the act of faith. From these and similar expressions it is evident that 
justifying faith is not a productive but a receptive act. 

The Apology writes (pp. 94, 8 44. 45): "But the divine promise, which beuletth 
us, as unto them that are overwhelmed with sin and death. Help, grace and 
reconciliation for Christ's sake, which grace no one can grasp with works, but only 
through faith in Christ. This same faith neither brings nor gives to the Lord any work 
or merit of its own, but builds only on pure grace, and knows nothing to comfort or 
rely on, but only on mercy, which is promised in Christ." Further (p. 95, 8 48. 49): 
"Faith is, that my whole heart may take hold of the same treasure, and is not my 
doing" producire and give nothing’, "not my giving nor giving, not my working or 
preparing, but that a heart may comfort itself of it, and wholly depend upon it, that 
God gives to us, gives to us, and we not to him, that he showers us with all the 
treasure of grace in Christ." In 8 49 (p. 96) it is said, "For faith is such a service of 
God and latreia, as | give to myself and allow to be given. But the righteousness of 
the law is such a service of God, that God accepts our works. So then God will be 
honored through faith, that we may receive from him what he promises and accepts. 
Fides est Aatpsia, quae accipit a Deo oblata beneficia." In justification faith gives nothing 
to God, nor will it give anything to Him, even to itself. We believe not in our faith. In 
this sense, therefore, faith is not "devotion of man to God," "self-surrender of the heart 


to God." S. 97, 8 56: "For faith does not make one pious and righteous for God, 
because it is our work and ours in Himself, but only because it takes the promised 
grace offered without merit, given out of rich treasure." (p. 108, 8, 113) "And because 
faith, before we do or work anything," [productively bring forth] "only lets him give 
and receive, faith is reckoned to us for righteousness, as Abraham, before we love, 
before we do the law, or any work," [bring forth any fruit]. "Though it be 
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true is that fruit and work are not left outside." Further (p. 125, § 107): "Now faith 
justifieth, not because of our works, but only because it seeketh and receiveth mercy, 
and will not depend on any works of its own: that is, we teach that the law justifieth 
not, but the gospel, which is to believe, that we have a gracious God for Christ's 
sake, and not for our works." "Vult nos ab ipso bona accipere." (p. 125, § 107. See pp. 
140 and 141.) To believe is to receive and take, not to bring forth and give. 1) 

In justification faith is receptive. It is nuda apprehensio Christi. It is not inconsistent 
with this that we define faith as knowledge, applause, and confidence. These words 
properly denote the same act of saving faith, which is figuratively described as 
grasping and accepting grace, coming to Christ, seeing Christ, hearing his word, and 
tasting and enjoying his benefits, etc. But when we call justifying faith knowledge, 
applause, and confidence, we do not mean to say that these are three distinct acts, 
existing separately and by themselves, as parts of justifying faith, and which, in order, 
arise in man, and, added together, constitute that faith. When we say that faith is the 
knowledge of Christ, we have thereby designated the whole of faith. And the same 
is the case when we say, Faith is applause, or, It is confidence. By the words 
"knowledge," "applause," "confidence," we designate one and the same act 
according to three different aspects. Of course, what is called "knowledge" or 
"applause" is often found even in unbelievers; but pieces of justifying faith are not. 
Knowledge and applause (historical faith, head faith) in unbelievers form neither two- 
thirds of the justifying faith nor any part of it at all. 

Now knowledge is justifying faith, because its content is a new truth, a new light 
in man. This new light, however, is not just any truth of the Bible, but the definite truth 
that 


1) Lyman Abbott has repeatedly stated that faith is not a taking, but a giving, helpfulness. 
Faith is essentially an altruistic activity of man. To alleviate social ills, to raise the lot of workers, 
to urge the rich to do right, to visit the sick, to clothe the naked, to feed the hungry, to build 
orphanages, etc., - therein lies the very essence of faith. Even the Reformed churches and the 
pietistic Lutherans of the General Synod underestimate the receptive activity of faith in 
justification, and speak of it almost only as the beginning of a new life. And when Dr. Jacobs 


writes in the Lutheran of April 14: "Faith is the self-surrender of the heart to God. It makes the 
Word of God the end of every doubt, the will of God the goal of every action. Faith makes 


Jesus our Lord," so even this does not touch the very essence of justifying faith. 


462What does the Lutheran Confession teach? 


God is a reconciled Father to me for Christ's sake, who justifies me and forgives all 
my sins. The act of faith, therefore, may be briefly called the knowledge of Christ 
and his good works. Cognitio Christi, that is a proper name for justifying faith. He who 
has come to the living knowledge, "Christ is my Saviour," and who speaks from the 
inmost conviction, "God has forgiven me all my sins for Christ's sake; he has justified 
me and adopted me as his child and heir," believes and uses the language of 
justifying faith. In such speaking within the soul consists the act of faith. Justifying 
faith is the living knowledge of the truth of the gospel. Where the truth of the second 
article penetrates into the heart and soul, and enters into the centre of all the truths 
and knowledge of man, there is right faith. And this knowledge is both applause and 
confidence. This living knowledge of Christ is always practical: comfort against sin 
and an evil conscience. 

The Apology also defines faith as the knowledge of Christ. It writes (p. 95, 8 
46): "This same faith, which by grace freely receives and obtains forgiveness of sin, 
is righteous, which sets not its own merit or work against God's wrath, which would 
be a feather against a whirlwind, but which represents Christ the Mediator, and this 
same faith is a right knowledge of Christ. He that believeth therefore knoweth the 
great good work of Christ, and becometh a new creature; and before such faith is in 


the heart, no man can fulfil the law. Of the same faith and knowledge of Christ (quae 


fides est vera cognitio Christi, et utitur beneficiis Christi) is not one syllable, not one title 
in all the books of the adversaries." Of the same Papists the Apology writes (p. 89, 
§ 18): "So men hide Christ from us, and bury Him anew, that we cannot recognize 
Him for a Mediator." Further (p. 97, 8 60): "So now and by this wisdom God will be 
known to us vult innotescere Deus . Thus he will be honored, that we may receive and 
receive from him grace, salvation, and all good things, and that by grace, not 
because of our merit. This knowledge is indeed a noble knowledge, and a mighty 
consolation in all temptations, bodily and spiritual, whether to die or to live, as pious 
hearts know." 98:8,64: "But if we speak of such faith, which is not an idle thought, 
but such new light, life, and power in the heart, as turns the heart, mind, and spirit, 
and makes of us a different man and a new creature, that is, a new light and work 
of the Holy Spirit, understand only that we do not speak of such faith, which is mortal 
sin, as the adversaries speak of faith. For how shall light and darkness be in one? 
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be different?" P. 105, § 101: "Isa. 53, 11.: His knowledge shall make many righteous. 
But what is the knowledge of Christ, but to know his good pleasure, and his promise, 
which he hath preached and sent to be preached into the world? And to know the 
benefits is to truly believe in Christ, that is, to believe what God has promised through 


Christ, that he will surely give. (Et haec beneficia nosse, proprie et vere est credere in 


Christum.)" Further (p. 114, § 33) on Luc. 7, 47. "The woman cometh to Christ with 
confidence, that she would obtain forgiveness of sin from him; that is, rightly to know 
and honor Christ. For greater honor cannot be done to Christ. For this is called truly 
knowing Messiah or Christ, and seeking forgiveness of sin from him. To hold the 
same of Christ, thus to know and accept Christ, is to believe rightly in Christ." Finally, 
p. 128, § 118: "Eides in Christum liberat in his pavoribus, quia scimus propter Christum 


nobis ignosci. For by the promise we are rightly assured that through Christum sin is 
forgiven us." (Also, according to the Concordia formula, to believe is as much as to 
"rightly know and trust in Christum." S. 529, § 6.) 

Now this same faith, which is essentially the knowledge of Christ, is at the same 
time also applause, assensus. It is applauded because the new truth, which faith 
recognizes, comes to man in the authoritative word of sacred Scripture as doctrine 
or dogma. But where it is a truth that is given only through divine revelation and by 
means of the Word, then knowledge is essentially applause, assent, truth-telling. 
Faith is applause, because its object is the word of revelation. Justifying faith is not 
a knowledge which the Christian owes to his own thinking or experience or to a so- 
called "religious experience. The Christian has not himself risen to the truth that for 
Christ's sake his sins are forgiven. This truth comes to man as divine teaching, as 
the word of God. The act of faith, therefore, does not consist in the fact that he himself 
conceives and develops this truth, but that he falls into it as a word of God and 
consents to it. Only by assenting to the message of the gospel does it become light 
and bright in the sinner's heart. The blessed knowledge which we call faith is 
applause, and arises only in the way of applause. The Apology writes (p. 95, § 48): 
"Sed illa fides, quae justificat, non est tantum notitia historiae, sed est assentiri promissioni 
Dei (since | believe with all my heart the promise of God to be certain and true), in 
qua gratis propter Christum offertur remissio peccatorum et justificatio." P. 108, 8 113: 


"And faith actually, or fides proprie dicta, is when my heart, and the Holy Spirit in my 
heart, tells me the promise of God is true and yes; of the same faith the Scriptures 
speak. Est 
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autem fides proprie dicta, quae assentitur promissioni." P. 98, § 62: "In the fright let hearts 
again seek consolation. This happens when they believe the promise of Christ (si 


credant promissioni Christi), that through him we have forgiveness of sins." 1) 

Justifying faith is an act of recognition and approval. And because the 
recognition and assent of faith is certain and real, and stands up to everything that 
seems to contradict it and nullify it, this same faith is also confidence. Faith knows 
for certain that for Christ's sake our sins are forgiven, i.e., that sin, death, the devil, 
and hell have no power against him who holds to Christ and accepts the word of 
absolution. When the devil accuses us, and the law and our own conscience 
condemn us, faith asserts itself with its knowledge and applause, saying, "God 
himself has justified and absolved me in his word. But who will condemn me if God 
acquits me?" This is trust, confidence. Confidence is faith, because it has its own 
experience. 


1) Justifying faith is essentially applause, assent, and truth-telling. This must be doubly 
emphasized in our time of "undogmatic Christianity." The liberals only scoff at this definition of 
faith. According to Ritschl, faith does not consist "in believing revealed propositions to be true, 
but in trusting in God." As if the latter were possible without the former! In May of last year, Father 
Eggers of Chemnitz gave a lecture in the "Padagogischer Verein," in which he declared, with 
reference to the second article, "Finally, we have here (in the second article) already before us 
the Catholic concept of faith, the holding to truth of a sum of historical facts, not faith in the 


evangelical sense, as the trusting devotion." ("Free Church," 1903, p. 164.) The Churchman, the 
paper of the Episcopalians, writes: "Faith is independent of dogmas, or, rather, with Harnack 
and the Ritschlians, it rests on one dogma, the Fatherhood of God, which was first fully 
realized and announced by Jesus. . . . Sabatier more consistently regards faith as purely and 


simply ‘the consecration of the will,’ without even one dogma." (1904, p. 403.) According to 
Scripture and the Confession, however, justifying faith consists precisely in heartfelt assent to 
the doctrine of the forgiveness of sins. Where, therefore, this doctrine is no longer sound, there 
can be no faith, and therefore no church. The Apology writes (p. 108, § 119): "For if there is to 
be a Christian church, if there is to be Christian faith, there must ever be preaching and teaching 
in it, so that consciences are not built on a delusion and a foundation of sand, but on which they 
may certainly rely and trust.... . Item, if there is to be a Christian church, then the gospel of Christ 
must always remain in the churches, namely this divine promise that sins are forgiven us without 
merit for Christ's sake. This holy gospel is suppressed by those who teach nothing of the faith of 
which we speak. Now the scholastics teach nor write not one word, not one title of faith, which 
is terrible to hear. Our adversaries follow them, and reject this supreme doctrine of faith, and are 
so hardened and blind that they do not see that they thereby trample under foot the whole gospel, 
the divine promise of the forgiveness of sin, and the whole of Christ." 
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The justifying faith is never a theoretical, disinterested thinking, but "cognitio 
experimentalist," divine certainty, the new light of the gospel, which holds it to be 
rock-solid and divinely certain, and practically utilizes and uses it against the terrors 
of repentance and against the condemning judgment of the law and the evil 
conscience. Justifying faith is never a theoretical, disinterested opinion, but "cognitio 
experimentalist," divine certainty, combined with interest and velle, which sets the new 
truth against all that terrifies and condemns man. 

Of justifying faith, which the Apology, p. 95, § 46, calls "vera cognitio Christi", "a 
right knowledge of Christ", it writes in § 48: Faith "is the certainty or the certain, strong 
confidence in the heart, since | believe with all my heart the promise of God to be 
certain and true, through which forgiveness of sin, grace and all salvation are offered 
to me without my merit through the Mediator Christ. And lest any man think that it is 
a mere knowledge of the histories, | add this, that the faith is, that my whole heart 
takes hold of the same treasure (velle et accipere oblatam promissionem remissionis 
peccatorum et justificationis), And it is not my doing, nor my giving, nor my working, 
nor my preparing, but that a heart may take comfort and rely wholly on God's giving 
and giving to us, and not on our giving to him, that he may lavish upon us all the 
treasure of grace in Christ." On the same page it is said of the "fides specialis, qua 
credit unusquisque, sibi remitti peccata propter Christum et Deum placatum et propitium esse 
propter Christum": "The same faith.... builds only on pure grace, and knows nothing 
to comfort or rely on, but on mercy alone, which is promised in Christ." P. 97, Faith 
addresses God thus, "Because thou hast promised forgiveness of sins, | keep the 
promise, | rely and dare upon the gracious promise." P. 99, § 69: "For how will Christ 
be and remain the Mediator, if we do not by faith hold to him as to the Mediator, and 
so be reconciled to God, if we do not certainly hold in our hearts that we are justly 
esteemed unto God for his sake? Now this is called believing: thus trusting, thus 
being comforted in the merit of Christ, that for his sake God will certainly be gracious 
to us." "Quomodo enim erit Christus mediator, si in justificatione non utimur eo mediatore,! 
) sinon sentimus, quod propter ipsum justi reputemur? Id autem est credere, confidere meritis 
Christi, quod propter ipsum certo velit nobis Deus placatus esse.*" S. 102, 8 82: "So then 
the Reconciler will be of use to us, if by faith we grasp the word by which mercy is 
promised, and keep the same against God's wrath and judgment." P. 113, § 27: "Sola 
fides intuetur in promissionem et sentit. 


1) Cf. p. 140, § 193. 
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ideo certo statuendum esse, quod Deus ignoscat, quia Christus non sit frustra mortuus. " 


Fides nititur verbo et mandato Dei." Pg 141: "Faith receives present reconciliation, and 
secretly in the heart that God has forgiven sin, and that he is now and ever gracious 
to me. And this is a high divine service, which serves God by giving him glory, and 
keeping mercy and promise so sure, that without merit he may receive and wait for 
all manner of goods from him." P. 140: "Experienced Christians speak much 
differently of faith than the sophists, as we have just indicated, that to believe is to 
trust in God's mercy, that he will be gracious for Christ's sake without our merit, and 
that is to believe the article, forgiveness of sin." The Formula of Concord also writes 
(p. 528, § 91) that Christians, in spite of many weaknesses and infirmities, "should 
neither doubt their righteousness, which is imputed to them by faith, nor their 
salvation, but should hold before certain (firmiter illis statuendum esse) that they have 
a gracious God for Christ's sake by virtue of the promise and word of the holy 
Gospel." (See also p. 529, 8 6.) 

Knowledge, applause, and confidence, then, is justifying faith, because it is 
essentially the certainty, taken from the word of God, that God has absolved and 
justified me for Christ's sake. The Apology writes (p. 174, § 48): "Then saith he to 
the Colossians (2:14), that Christ should blot out the handwriting which is against us 
by the law. Again, there are two pieces, the handwriting and the blotting out of the 
handwriting. But the handwriting is the conscience, which punishes and condemns 
us. Further, the law is the word which punishes and condemns sins. This voice 
therefore, which saith, | have sinned against the Lord, as David saith (2 Sam. 12:13), 
is the handwriting. And this voice the ungodly and sure men do not earnestly bring 
forth. For they see not, neither do they read the judgment of the law written in their 
hearts. In true pain and terror this judgment is recognized. The handwriting, then, is 
repentance itself, which condemns us. To blot out the handwriting is to cancel this 
judgment, by which we declare that we shall be damned, and to engraft a judgment, 
by which we declare that we are freed from that condemnation. But it is faith that new 
judgment which annuls the former judgment, and gives peace and life to the heart." 


"Est autem fides nova illa sententia, quae abolet priorem sententiam et reddit pacem et vitam 
cordi" - 

From the description of justifying faith it is evident that faith (fides, qua creditur) 
is an act of the will (velle) required by God, wrought by the Holy Spirit, and performed 


by man. To the delusional faith or the dead faith (fides ficta et 


Ecclesiastical - Contemporary. 467 


The faith, which as an act really takes hold of its object, is true and living faith (fides 
vera et viva). And as a human will corresponding to the divine will, this faith is virtue 


(virtus), worship (cultus), obedience (obedientia), not of the law, however, but of the 
gospel. (2) From the description of justifying faith it likewise follows that the act of 
faith in justification is not a productive act, by which man sets up or brings about 
anything (love, works, or even pardon and justification itself) of his own accord, but 
a receptive act, which receives and accepts the grace, pardon, and justification 
offered. In justification faith is only active in receiving, and not in producing or bringing 
forth, as in sanctification. (3) When we call justifying faith knowledge, applause, and 
confidence, we do not mean to say that these are three distinct acts which arise in 
man in order, and which, added together, constitute justifying faith; but by these 
words we designate three distinct aspects of one and the same act. Knowledge is 
saving faith, because it is a new light (knowledge of a new truth) in man; applause, 
because the new truth meets man in the authoritative word of holy Scripture as 
doctrine or dogma; and confidence, because it is a real or certain knowledge 
(certainty), which asserts itself against all (sin, law, conscience, etc.) that seems to 
contradict it. F.B. 
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]. America. 


"It is therefore wrong to condemn 'new theology’ in principle." This is 
the thesis of the Columbus Theological Magazine. We will follow from the relevant 
article by D. Schodde on "Development in Theology" several passages. P. 229: "Is 
there such a thing as a legitimate development, growth, or expansion of theology? 
There always has been and always will and must be. Christianity consists of vital 
principles and truths that are intended to be applied in a theoretical and practical 
manner to all the problems of faith and life as these arise. Theology in the nature 
of the case cannot be purely reproductive; it must be progressive. If it is not such it 
ends in stagnation of life and in formalism of doctrine, as this is the case in the 
Greek Orthodox Church or in the remnants of the Old Oriental churches, such as 
the Nestorian or the Abyssinian." As if the Greek Orthodox Church has fallen into 
innumerable errors and abuses because it has stuck to the old truth!? "The New 
Testament itself"-the Columbus Theological Magazine continues-"shows that and 
how theology must grow, . . the detail points of doctrine and life which we find the 
Apostles develop in their dealings with the congregations could not have been 
given them ipsissimis verbis by the Lord, but were the application and adaptation, 


> 
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under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, of the truths that He had taught them." Here 
the magazine places ordinary Christians and theologians, who are directed exclusively 
to the sacred Scriptures, on an equal footing with the apostles, the inspired teachers of 
the Church. But the question is not whether God can give us new doctrines by 
revelation, but whether the theologian can develop doctrines not found in the Bible. P. 
230: "Again the development of a 'new' theology has marked every page of 
progress in the history of the Church. Never was this more the case than in the 
period of the Reformation. What is now Lutheran and Biblical orthodoxy, the 
glory of our Church and the truth of God, was at that time 'new theology,' and that, 
too, a theology of an extremely radical type." Here Prof. Schodde confuses the term 
"new" with "newly developed." If, for example, the ancient gospel is brought to the 
Gentiles, a new doctrine has been preached to them, but a new doctrine has not been 
developed. P. 230: "Just at present the most conservative portion of the Lutheran 
church is engaged in the work of a doctrinal development. The Free Conference 
between the Synodical Conference and the advocates of the old views on the 
subject of Election has brought into the foreground the subject of the Analogy of 
Faith as this has never before been the case. It is impossible that our theologians 
come to an agreement on this subject by a mere reference to the teachings of the 
fathers, since these do not supply the data or the material needed. It is necessary 
on the basis of a common ground to develop independently and for the first time 
in the history of theology what the Scriptural teachings are in reference to this 
subject. In short, the formation of a 'new' theology on this subject cannot be 
avoided." The Columbus Magazine has forgotten that some months ago it made the 
assertion that Ohio was leading the right doctrine of the analogia fidei, and that this was the 
ancient doctrine of all Lutheran theologians, and to a hair the same doctrine which Missouri had 
advanced in 1877. P. 231: "In practical matters this progressive development of 
theology is a sine qua non at all stages of progress in Christian life. Neither the 
Scriptures nor the confessions have one word to say directly on such subjects as 
Secret Societyism or exchange of pulpits or admission of those of other faiths to 
our communion tables; but both of these sources contain the principles that in their 
special application to the concrete cases can decide what the position of our 


Church should be." Prof. Schodde confuses development of doctrines and application of 
them to the constantly flowing and changing phenomena of life. According to Prof. Schodde, for 
example, it would be a “progressive developments of theology” if the general prohibition, 
"Thou shalt not steal," were thus applied: Thou shalt not steal chickens; thou shalt not steal 
eggs; thou shalt not steal apples, etc. All "progressive developments of theology"! We 
distinguish between Christian doctrine and its application. The doctrine is ancient and remains 
the same; the application changes constantly and is said to be "modern". We see our task in 1. 
taking the ancient, eternal truths from Scripture, and 2. applying them to the "now," to the 
present. But we do not want to know anything about the development of new doctrines that are 


not found in Scripture. The Columbus Magazine, however, writes p. 231: "In principle 
then the Lutheran church has at all times recognized the right and the duty of new 
developments in the doctrinal status and in the practical life of the church. A 
theology or a theological principle or rule is not necessarily wrong because it is 
‘new. '" ©. 235: "The new Lutherans in Germany, especially as headed by 
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the old Erlanger school, have claimed all along the right to develop still further the 
theology of the symbols. To this there could be no particular objection if this 


development were really only further extension and elaboration of this theology." 
Does Ohio really believe that there is such a thing as doctrinal development, indeed, 
development of whole new theologies, new theological principles and rules? In practice, of 
course, Ohio has already answered this question. Ohio has tried itself (admittedly without 
showing much independence) in the field of doctrinal development in its struggle against 
Missouri. The point of our question, therefore, is whether Ohio is now ready to theorize this piece 
of its practice as well. F. B. 

Are the Lutheran symbols an obstacle to church unity? From the fact that not all 
Lutherans in America who subscribe to all the Lutheran symbols are united in faith, and that 


even the free conferences held have not led to unity and fellowship, the Lutheran Observer 
concludes that the many symbols are only an obstacle to true unity. In its September 2 issue, 
the Observer writes: "And yet the position is actually taken that this common 
subscription to all the Symbolical Books does not secure enough unity of faith to 
warrant even joining in prayer to God in opening and closing a conference! It is 
maintained that, notwithstanding the adding of symbol to symbol for the express 
purpose of securing unity of faith, the question whether unity exists or is attainable 
has not yet been so much as raised!" "It is very apparent, Missouri itself being 
judge, that the method of securing unity by subscription to the entire Book of 
Concord is delusive and hopeless. As symbol is added to symbol it only increases 
the mass of statements about which there may be differences, and then comes the 
demand of one or other of the bodies subscribing them, that all the rest accept its 
particular interpretation. And so we have the absurdity of Missouri claiming that 
its 'doxy' in the interpretation of the symbols must be accepted as the one and only 
orthodoxy." "The situation afresh emphasizes the futility of supposing that 
Lutheran unity can be secured by undertaking to adopt the whole mass of Lutheran 
symbols 'in their own true, native, original, and only sense.’ This question of 'their 
own true, native, original, and only sense' simply becomes, in turn, another fruitful 


source of divisions and wider separations." The Observer argues: the more beliefs one 
establishes, the more difficult it is to bring about unity, and vice versa: the fewer, the easier. If 
the Observer were to go one step further in this direction, he would arrive at the position of 
the liberals: unity can only be brought about by not setting up any beliefs at all. And the 
Observer and the liberals would be right if Christian unity consisted in coming together 


externally, praying together, and holding communal services. The Observer can only talk the 
way he talks because he hasn't the faintest idea of the nature of Christian unity. He evidently 
conceives of Christian unity in a much more external way than the unity between Christians, 
Jews, and Turks in the lodges approved by the Observer and the General Synod. Christian 
unity is not two people sitting on the same bench. It is unity of spirit and faith. It consists 
essentially in people thinking, believing, teaching, and hoping one and the same thing. Unity in 
doctrine, and that in all the doctrines which God has set before us in his word to believe, that is 
unity as God would have it. If, therefore, according to the suggestion of the Observer, portions 
of the Confession are deleted in the interest of outward unanimity, then 


470Ecclesiastical - Contemporary. 


the true and God-willed unity has not been promoted, but destroyed. True unity is fostered only 
by the earnest effort not to syncretize and ignore the opposites, but to bring all Lutherans to 
accept ex animo and in one and the same understanding all the doctrines of the Lutheran 
confession taken from Scripture. And the smallest advance in this direction is a true gain to the 
church and its unity, and a triumph of truth. All outward uniting at the expense of truth, as 
advocated by the Observer, on the other hand, means death and ruin to the Church, her unity, 
and truth; on the other hand, victory and triumph to falsehood and the empire of falsehood. 
F.B. 

Is baptism a bath of rebirth? The Lutheran Observer of 26 August writes: 
"Baptism effects not only a change of status: it includes provision for a change of 
nature. It establishes its subject in a relation which, if the covenant is not broken 
on the human side, insures inward renewal. It is under the operation of the means 
of grace, and these will bring forth their fruits in their seasons. Within the 
Covenant and Church of God, under the nurture and admonition of the Lord, the 
unfolding rational powers of the child are greeted with the vision of saving truth 
as it is able to bear it; personal faith takes the place of the parental faith that brought 
it to baptism, and, by the Holy Spirit through this faith, it is spiritually qnickened 
and made capable of new and holy living to God. Hence the custom of speaking 
of Baptism as the sacrament of regeneration or renewal." "The objection to the 
phrase 'Baptismal Regeneration’ is that to popular thought it conveys the idea of 
an internal change wrought by the act of baptism itself -the ex opere operato 
doctrine of the Roman theology. This doctrine is emphatically repudiated by the 
Lutheran church. Such a change must be either in the way of magic or through an 
infusion of grace, and both are in irreconcilable antagonism to fundamental 
Lutheran and Protestant principles. That such a change is wrought by the act of 
baptism is nowhere taught in the Scriptures, and is psychologically impossible 
when we remember that the ends which grace seeks with human nature are 
spiritual and ethical, and hence must address itself to man's rational powers. In the 
covenant relation established by baptism full and adequate provision is made for 
this. With its justification sealed to it in this holy ordinance, the developing life of 
the child is brought, under the nurture and admonition of the Lord, into such 
contact with saving knowledge and truth that its expanding powers are greeted by 
the divine grace which, if the covenant is unbroken on the human side, inevitably 
insures 'the washing of regeneration and renewing of the Holy Ghost’ which 
baptism prefigures and for which it provides the needed forces and potencies." 
"Nothing could be further from the point than to claim that rejection of ‘baptismal 
regeneration’ vacates baptism of its character as a real means of grace. On the 
contrary, the grace of justification is immediately secured, and the pardon and 
acceptance of the baptized child are at once complete. And this sacrament which 
applies justifying grace, also, and at the same time, establishes a vital relation 
which holds, in its provisions and forces, the potencies and promise of the 
regenerated life of grace,-always assuming that the covenant is kept on the human 
side." Further, in ber number of September 9: "There is no exigency, therefore, that calls 
for the intrusion into the theology of this figment of infant faith, or of immediate 
regeneration unto faith through sacramental action-the Romish ex opere operato, 
and Lutheran theology has done well to exclude it." What 
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The Lutheran Observer denies, then, that baptism is a powerful means of grace, and that the 


child really believes in baptism, or is born again through baptism. At the same time the Observer 
teaches that the baptized child is justified and can keep the covenant: thus subjective justification 
without faith! The Lutheran World stands differently. It writes, for example, of September 8: 


"There are people who think that God communicates nothing to the infant in baptism; that 
He does something for the child, but nothing in the child. Still we believe that the true 
Lutheran position is that grace is imparted in baptism, whether the subject is a child or an 
adult. To our way of thinking, it would be very strange if God would give no grace to a child 
consecrated to Him in baptism until that child had grown to years of accountability." "To our 
minds it is a strange way of reasoning for a Lutheran to say that the sacraments are means of 
grace, and yet that no grace is conveyed through them.... Therefore, we maintain, as we said 
some weeks ago, that grace is conferred upon the infant through baptism. If not, infant 


baptism is not a means of grace." Luther, in his Church Postil, writes of infant baptism, "Baptism 
helps no one, is also to be given to no one, he believes but for himself, and ohn own faith no one 
is to be baptized." And in the Large Catechism: "We bring the child to us with the opinion and 
hope that he will believe, and we ask that God may give him faith." (Miller, p. 494.) Nevertheless, 


the Lutheran Observer asserts that Lutheran theology rejects "this figment of infant faith.” F. 
B. 


There is much fantasizing and philosophizing about the work of the Missouri Synod in 
Brazil in German and American newspapers. The blessing that God has placed on our work 
makes our opponents envious and incites them to all kinds of slander about "unfair competition," 
"intrusion into old synodal congregations," etc. The "Christian World," too, has published much 
nonsense in all areas. Even the "Christian World," which brings to light so much nonsense in all 
fields, deals in its number of August 18 with the Missourians in Brazil, whom it calls "intruders" 
and describes as "the most narrow-hearted Lutherans acknowledged to exist, who roundly reject 
all national churches, who find more papal than the pope." Of the intentions of the Missourians 
with their work in Brazil (we refrain from all kinds of other whimsical ideas of the liberal paper), 
the "Christian World" thus writes: "If some, there may be at most twenty pastors, have now gone 
to southern Brazil, then this has quite other reasons than love for our fellow-countrymen: in North 
America, things are no longer so brilliant for Missouri, and there one looks for new fields of work 
outside." Such is the verdict of a newspaper that rants on every page about ignorance, narrow- 
mindedness and lack of broad-mindedness. Where does the "Christian World" get this picture of 
Missouri? Whoever wants to speak of the typical Missourian spirit and intentions and character 
must strongly emphasize two things: 1. the desire to bring the people the truth, the truth in all its 
aspects; 2. the determination to spare no labor and effort in this interest. And such people the 
Church also seeks. If the "Christian World" would send us 100 such men today, we could assign 
them fields of work tomorrow. At the end of June we had about 75 preaching candidates and 
145 preaching jobs and 27 teaching candidates and 72 teaching jobs. And as to Brazil, the 
"Christian World," if it asks the churches, will find that old churches there have turned to Missouri 
because they want preachers who will minister to Christians and not look upon the church as 
the pastor's meadow and pasture. F. B. 
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Il. Abroad. 


"What does our present time and the plight of our Church demand?" The "Old Faith" 
answers, "Nothing but repentance, that is, turning from the way of disregarding and despising 
the Word of God! German Protestant people, do not be further seduced by those who no longer 
have reverence for the holiness and sanctity of your Bible! Turn your back with full 
consciousness on those who place the Bible on the same level with human writings of past ages. 
If the Word of God falls, faith in Jesus Christ as the true Son of the living God, the Saviour of 
sinners and Redeemer, falls with it. If faith in Him has fallen, then the evangelical church falls 
with its power to bless and win for the individual and for our nation. Let him who still loves his 
church and his German people repent of the sin that we have long enough stood by and watched 
the living fountain of the Word of God abandoned, and how unscrupulous teachers have dug 
out of pulpit and cathedron wells full of holes that give no water, yes, how they have poisoned 
the true fountain with their human wisdom! - This would be the right answer to the blows which 
have been inflicted on our church of late, certainly not without the permission of the Lord, if, 
instead of holding protest meetings in public houses, we held penitential services in the house 
of God." The "Old Faith" has evidently not yet come to the realization that it has itself fallen away 
from the old faith and must itself repent, especially for its repeated denial of the inerrancy of the 
Holy Scriptures. And yet this repentance of his own is the indispensable condition under which 
alone he can become an effective and godly preacher of repentance to others. =F. B. 

Liberal Theology in Norway. In the "A. E. L. K." a correspondent from Norway writes: 
"The first cause of division in the theological camp was the 'Harnack' discussion, which was 
maintained in the daily prices as well as in the church organs for over a year from the autumn 
of 1900. Harnack's book 'The Essence of Christianity' was received with sensational joy by some 
progressive Norwegian theologians. Actually, it was not quite clear what special reason there 
was for rejoicing over Harnack on this side, which, after all, wanted to be considered orthodox. 
This 'Harnack' sympathy therefore caused no small indignation. However, it must be stated that 
what attracted many to Harnack was the apologetic interest that one believed to find in him. In 
contrast to the materialism of the recent past, with its denial of all that is holy, this eminent 
historian was now seen to acknowledge the historical ground of the three Gospels. The 
Norwegian theologians, who regarded the above-mentioned book as a welcome sign of the 
times, will have welcomed it above all because they saw in it, for the great crowd of enlightened 
young men, a transition from a materialistic freethinking to a rationalistic one. And to that extent 
this optimism seemed justified, if they carried out Harnack's point of view consequently in the 
direction which the recognition of the three Gospels had to entail. Only in this way is it to be 
understood that the book was approvingly reviewed by the well-known orthodox preacher J. 
Jansen and by A. B., in whom the latter was unanimously assumed to be a Norwegian theologian 
in an outstanding position, namely no less than the present Bishop of Christiania and formerly 
Professor and Minister of Culture Dr. A. Bong. The matter is different with Father KlaveneB, who 
was also one of Harnack's favorable reviewers. He had earlier recommended to the teachers of 
religion that the youth be introduced to the 'results' of modern criticism, saying, for example, 
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that the patriarchal stories were legends, so that later the children would not be brought into 
conflict by criticism with what they had learned, and thus finally doubt everything. His point of 
view is best recognized in his much-discussed lecture at the Lutheran Conference in Lund in the 
autumn of 1901. Incidentally, for ten years now he has edited, together with Father Christopher 
Bruun, a weekly journal For Kirke og Kultur (For Church and Culture), in which he has had 
good opportunity to present his thoughts. Already the title of this magazine is significant for 
Klavenefs' point of view. Since he placed himself at the head of the work to unite church and 
culture, he was also the one who had to endure the first and worst blows in the attack of the 
"conservatives" on progressive theology. The subject of his lecture in Lund was, as we 
remember, "The increasing religious indifferentism among the educated, and how can the church 
remedy it? In this KlaveneB sees his task, and it is this that he has also taken with him to the 
pulpit in Christiania, where he has gathered around him great crowds of educated people, 
namely of the seekers. A volume of his sermons has also been published under the title 'The 
Gospel of Modern Times Proclaimed'. He reproaches the preaching for not speaking the 
language of the times, but for still using the expressions of the 17th century. Moreover, he 
demands of the preacher that he should take his starting point in religious and ethical 
presuppositions found in the educated of the time, faith in an all-good God, the Father in heaven, 
and the demand of conscience. Here, he thinks, the proclamation will find a connection where it 
can lead further. From the fall of 1901 and beyond in 1902, the discussion revolved around the 
question, "What is Gospel? KlaveneB had set down his thoughts in a pamphlet under this title. 
His opponents accused him of shifting the focus of the gospel, which they believed, based on 
the New Testament, was the person and work of Christ. At a large church congress in Christiania 
in the autumn of 1901 (800 participants) the question was discussed: "Is our church threatened 
by a new rationalism at the beginning of our century? This question was answered in the 
affirmative by the speaker, Father Tandberg, who had earlier published a similar warning in the 
Church Magazine against the encroaching rationalism. In his defence, however, he remained 
short of proof. The appearance of Tandberg was only an outpost battle before the great battle 
which Bishop Heuch fought about a year later. Then the mighty old bishop had to go into the 
field himself, and he did so successfully. He did not go down lightly to Wecke, but named names, 
and names that had hitherto, in spite of everything, had a good ring to them. He accused many 
distinguished men outright of rationalism. It was especially KiaveneB, whom he called the purest 
rationalist, but also J. Jansen, Professors Michelet and Bum, P. Chr. Bruun, and P. Gleditsch, 
who read systematics at the university for some years. There were only two names that this old 
fuddy-duddy did not have the audacity to mention, namely that of Fr. Petersen and Stiftsprobst 
Gustav Jensen, whom he also cited without mentioning his name. He saw the leading men 
infected by the rationalizing tendency of the time to such an extent that, in his opinion, they 
wanted to spread a new unbelief in the country without knowing it themselves. That is why he 
gave his indictment the title "Against the Current. With this the storm was unleashed. The whole 
press was occupied with this question for a long time. Naturally, this led to the purification of 
desire and to the creation of a completely new situation, where the parties are divided into two 
camps, whereas before there were only 
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one. Whatever may be thought of the justness of Heuch's charge against individuals, he is at all 
events to be thanked for the fact that his writings brought about a clarification of the situation. 


The congregations are exceedingly grateful to him as a defensor fidei, and that he was in the 
full sense of the word." - The Correspondent concludes his report with the assurance, "Our clergy 
are, on the whole, imbued with the consciousness that faith and life in God are awakened and 
nourished only by the proclamation of the ancient truth of the atoning death of the Son of God. 
At any rate, outside of Christiania, hardly any preacher will be able to count on gathering his 
hearers around any other gospel than the old Lutheran and Pauline." F. B. 

WhAt is a sect? According to the "Sachsische Freikirche" (Saxon Free Church), Pastor 
Peter answered this question at the last diocesan meeting of the Ephoria Chemnitz | as follows: 
"Sects are religious parties within the large Christian church, which, following certain, mostly 
one-sided principles, have separated themselves from the ruling church in a country. The ruling 
church in the Kingdom of Saxony consists of four religious denominations, which have been 
recognized by the state to this day in the sense of § 56 of the Saxon Constitution. These four 
state-recognized confessions are the Evangelical Lutheran, the Reformed, the Roman Catholic 
and the German Catholic. The sects have broken away from the ruling church, and the so-called 
Dissidentengesetz (Dissident Law) of June 20, 1870, applies to them. The sects themselves are 
again to be divided into two groups, namely into those approved by the state, whose number of 
members offers no guarantee for the continued existence of the sect, and which are then not 
under the Dissidentengesetz, but under the Vereinsgesetz. The approved sects in our city are 
the Trinity congregation of separated Lutherans, the Methodist congregation, the Apostolic 
Catholic congregation, and the New Apostolic congregation." For the Reverend Peter, the 
decisive factor in the question whether a community is a sect is not its relationship to God and 
His Word, but its size and its relationship to the state. And this again has its reason in the fact 
that to Pastor Peter the source of theological knowledge is evidently not the Holy Scriptures, but 
the "Saxon Constitution. F. B. 

The Feast of the Dead. The "Old Faith" writes on July 22: "A completely modern festival 
is the so-called 'Feast of the Dead,’ which was introduced in the transitional period after the wars 
of liberation, which was still unclear in terms of church and Christianity, by the ordinance of 
November 25, 1816, first for the old Prussian regional church, on the last Sunday after Trinity, 
and was designated to commemorate all those who died in the past church year. It has met with 
great approval in today's congregations, in which the multitude of mere nominal Christians 
predominates, and attracts many once again to the church who otherwise do not care for their 
worship life, so that other national churches would soon take it up as well. But this is not yet a 
proof of its liturgical-ecclesiastical justification, but rather a sign that the Church, by its 
introduction, has left the firm ground of clear and correct ecclesiastical principles, and has 
encouraged that view which sees the importance of ecclesiastical acts essentially in the fact that 
the Church, by means of them, is to give a religious consecration to the events of natural human 
life and to the feelings of the natural heart, and thus degrades them to a mere decoration of the 
natural. In the Roman Church, which ascribes to the intercessions and masses for the souls of 
the dead an effect on their salvation, the feast of All Souls on November 2 has meaning and 
justification. For it assures the salvation of all souls, even those for whom no one else prays or 
offers a Mass, 
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the care of the church that mediates salvation. But in the Protestant Church, which rightly rejects 
such views, there is, strictly speaking, no room for a mortal death, quite apart from the fact that, 
as has already been noted, all church festivals presuppose deeds of God, which are 
commemorated in thanksgiving. The Protestant Church, too, knows itself closely connected with 
the triumphant congregation of the faithful departed. It, too, does not forget its dead, but 
commemorates their passing in its services, not with intercession, but with thanksgiving, and 
confesses at their graves the hope of resurrection to eternal life, which it has in Christ. Especially 
on the last Sundays of the Trinity at the end of the church year, she refers explicitly and seriously 
to the last things, death, judgment, and the return of the Lord. But it should leave it at that and 
not, as a concession to modern sentimentality, give a day and its services an intrinsically 
incorrect meaning. It is therefore only to be approved of if various national churches have 
opposed the introduction of a feast of the dead." - The "feast of death" rests on the premise, so 
agreeable to the flesh and favored by many preachers, that one need only die to be blessed. It 
is also in most beautiful harmony with the general practice in Germany of burying with 
ecclesiastical honors manifest infidels and deniers of Christ (Virchow-Mommsen). 
F.B. 

On the subject of the reliability of our Gospels, Prof. Sachste, for the apologetic course 
at Barmen, has laid down the following guiding principles: "1. To investigate the origin and the 
historical reliability of the Gospels is not presumption, but the duty of Christian 
conscientiousness. (2) The third Gospel confesses that it was written by a disciple of the 
apostles. (Luc. 1, 1-4.) 3. The author of the fourth gospel confesses himself to be an eyewitness 
of JEsu (Joh. 1, 14.); Joh. 21, 24. is called John the author. 4. Marcus wrote the second gospel 
in Rome, soon after the death of Peter. (Eusebius, hist, eccles. III, 39.) 5. The first Gospel 
contains the oldest account of JEsu's discourses. A disciple of the apostles reports that Matthew 
wrote out these discourses in Hebrew. Later they were translated and completed by the report 
of the deeds of Jesus. 6. (6) According to this, Marcus was written about 65, Matthew and Lucas 
between 70 and 90, John between 90 and 100. (7) The account of the works of JEsu did not 
undergo any considerable changes between the years 65 and 100. (8) That a legendary change 
took place in the years 30 to 65 under the eyes of Peter and the other apostles is impossible. 
(9) Nor can this be inferred from the narratives of miracles, for Peter, Paul, and Jesus Himself 
professed such miracles. (10) In view of this fact, a double excuse has been attempted: JEsum 
and his disciples have been declared to be clever deceivers or exalted enthusiasts. Both 
excuses contradict the revealed character of JEsu and his disciples; they are therefore 
historically untenable. (11) The gospels do not conceal the weakness of the Lord in the days of 
his lowliness, nor the sins and missteps of the great apostles. (12) They are therefore historically 
faithful representations of the works of Jesus. 013 The evangelists were impelled by the Holy 
Ghost to write the gospels, that the image of JEsu might be faithfully preserved to the church 
for all time; and they were enlightened by the Holy Ghost, that they might know the glory of 
JEsu. For the account in detail they depended either on their perception and memory, or on the 
reports of eye-witnesses and their examination." - Missing from the last thesis is the idea that 
divine inspiration guarantees the absolute accuracy of the Gospel accounts. F. B. 
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“The Schleiermacher Monument" - so writes the "Ref." - "in front of the Dreifaltigkeits- 
Kirche in Berlin was unveiled on Sunday, July 3, with the usual festivities. The General 
Superintendent of Berlin, v. Faber, held the dedication speech at the monument. The celebration 
was followed by a festive service in which Consistorialrath Lahusen, the present first clergyman 
at the DreifaltigkeitsKirche, held the sermon. Both speakers paid tribute to Schleiermacher's 
importance for the church history of the 19th century." Schleiermacher inaugurated "scientific" 
theology and thus brought vain ruin and disaster upon the Church and theology. He is also the 
father of the most modern naturalistic and evolutionistic theology, which denies all true miracles 
and therefore also all inspiration and revelation in the true sense of the word. But all this does 
not prevent the officials of the Prussian National Church from celebrating Schleiermacher and 
"paying tribute" to his "importance for the church history of the 19th century." F. B. 

The "E. K. Z." writes of the contempt for the Lutheran catechism: "The poor catechism! 
In the homes it is forgotten, despised as a children's book, in the pulpits it is distorted, at the altar 
it is scarcely heeded, on the chairs it is scorned (think of Baumgarten's 'Neue Bahner’), it is 
scorned as useless for life because of its dogmatics, its dogmatism, it is felt by the communities 
as a fetter; In schools, in teaching, it has degenerated into a mere guide, by which many of the 
teachers do not even allow themselves to be guided, or only apparently or most reluctantly, only 
under the constant, caustic criticism of it! How should he be able to serve as a guiding star to 
the young! Eaten up by the addiction to doubt, which seeks to excite doubt but not to eliminate 
it, and which glibly adorns itself with the high name of 'criticism,' it becomes - oh, in how many 
schools! - used only as an object of experiment for Herbart-Ziller's pedagogic arts, who, after all, 
should be the burning glass through which the rays of divine truth kindle the hearts on which 
they fall; should be the guide who is to introduce into the mysteries of the Word of God!" 

On the absoluteness of Christianity, Dr. Rade writes in the "Christi. Welt": "| would like 
to say a frank word on the much-discussed question of absoluteness, which, of course, is not 
meant as a mediator. Absoluteness does not exist before the forum of science as it is today. 
Science, like knowledge, is by its nature relative. If, then, Christianity makes a claim to 
absoluteness, it has nothing to do with science, except that it will take cognizance of this fact 
and accommodate it within its relativities. Theological science, in particular, is to describe 
Christianity correctly by all the means of art (dogmatics and ethics); it is also to appreciate as 
astutely as possible the relations and differences of Christianity to the concurrent spiritual powers 
(apologetics - a clumsy name, hard to bear, for such fine work). But it is beyond the nature of 
theology as a science if it is to assert and prove anything absolute. The history of religion does 
us the service of completely freeing us from this delusion, although we could and did have this 
freedom before. Degrees of development, degrees of value, that is all that it can recognize. The 
absolute has its place in the subject's personal life, in his personal imagination, feeling, judgment, 
and behavior, unperturbed by science. The absolute is there for the decision of the will that wants 
to choose and must choose. The absolute is there for faith. This faith, together with its 
absoluteness, can itself be the object of science and will then necessarily be subjected to a 
relativistic view. 
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But that would be a beautiful faith that would lose its 'absoluteness'! It has to prove itself to 


science as well as to every other spiritual contact. This is a circulus, but not a VitiOsuS: it is the 
cycle of life and of scientific life, as they seek, tolerate, and repel each other. - Example. 
Reischle, too, speaks of the missionary needing a clear consciousness of the superiority of 
Christianity over all other religions (p. 78). Certainly, but science can show him only a relative 
superiority. And that is quite sufficient from this point of view. The missionary's real missionary 
calling derives by right from the fact that Christianity is for him personally the object of his 
absolute interest, that he likes nothing else than to live and die for it. Science says: so it is with 
the Buddhist missionary! and relativism triumphs. But the Christian missionary does not mind 
at all; he takes up the struggle of faith with faith: there absolutism triumphs. And the judgment - 
is world history. It pronounces the final judgment at the end of days. And no power on earth can 
anticipate it." - According to Dr. Rade, each one should consider his religion to be the best, the 
Christian his Christianity, the Jew his Judaism, etc. But he who does not hold Christianity to be 
the only and absolutely true religion, has already given it away. Christianity is and can be had 
only by him who holds it to be the only true religion, and rejects all other religions of the past as 
well as of the future as false religions. Why? Because Christianity teaches that salvation is only 
in Jesus and in no other. He who accepts Buddha, Confucius, Muhammad, or Mary as saviors 
has already denied and lost Christianity. It belongs to the nature of a Christian to stand up for 
the absoluteness of his Christian faith. F. B. 

A statistical compilation of the "Kaiserswerther Verband" gives the following information 
about the development of the deaconry: In 1864 there were: 30 motherhouses with 1592 
sisters, 368 fields of work and 813,273 Marks annual income. In 1875: 50 motherhouses with 
3239 sisters, 866 fields of work and 3,616,256 Marks annual income. In 1883: 54 motherhouses 
with 5653 sisters, 1742 fields of work and 5,607,886 Marks annual income. In 1894: 68 
motherhouses with 10,412 sisters, 3641 fields of work and 8,940,880 Marks annual income. In 
1904: 79 motherhouses with 16,510 sisters, 5822 fields of work and 15,392,004 Marks annual 
income. The 79 houses listed are distributed as follows: Germany 50 motherhouses with 12,821 
sisters and 4793 stations, Austria one motherhouse with 74 sisters and 20 stations, Russia 7 
motherhouses with 298 sisters and 92 stations, Scandinavia three motherhouses with 1061 
sisters and 383 stations, Netherlands nine motherhouses with 437 sisters and 105 stations, 
France two motherhouses with 108 sisters and 37 stations, Switzerland four motherhouses with 
1215 sisters and 352 stations and North America three motherhouses with 136 sisters and 40 
stations. In Germany, the Rhine Province, the home of the deaconess cause, is best supplied 
with deaconesses. 

For the swan on the Luther commemorative coins, whose meaning was doubtful until 
now, Prof. Dr. GréBter gave the explanation in the Alterthums-Verein at Eisleben, that by the 
swan Luther himself is to be understood. On the jubilee coins of the Reformation of 1617 and 
1717 one often finds this swan; so on a Dutch jubilee coin, on two of the city of Wittenberg and 
on two of the city of Gotha. On one of the latter the inscription in the translation reads: 
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"Martin Luther, Doctor of Holy Theology, whom Hus before called a swan, accordingly sang a 
song." Here is the key to the meaning of the swan, which represents Luther himself proclaimed 
by Hus. Two jubilee coins of 1617 from Magdeburg also place Hus directly with Luther with 
reference to the prophecy of John Hus, who, by the way, with regard to his name, which in the 
form hus means "goose" in the Czech language, is said to have uttered in his last moments, 
"To-day ye roast a goose, but out of my ashes shall arise a swan, which ye shall not be able to 
roast." Of this utterance, however, Hus' contemporaries know nothing. By the way, it is asserted 
by some that Luther's family had a swan in its coat of arms. But this was not the case, the Luther 
family had for their coat of arms half a crossbow. Luther himself created a personal coat of arms 
from rose, heart and cross. In any case, the comparison of Luther with a swan was already so 
widespread in the 16th century that around the year 1617 the people knew what was to be 
understood by the unconquered swan; and now probably only the opinion arose that the swan 
as a speaking symbol had been Luther's heraldic animal. The writing or reading desk in Luther's 
birthplace, which depicts a swan with outstretched wings, on which a wooden plate must have 
previously rested, may have been given to Luther by friends who saw in it the swan supposedly 
proclaimed by Hus. 

At the Miraculous Grotto of Lourdes in 1903, 206 pilgrims arrived at the water grotto in 
231 special trains. The number of participants is estimated at 200,000 pilgrims. If one adds the 
individual pilgrims to this number, half a million faithful will have prayed at the grotto between 
April and October 1903. The number of miraculous water bottles sent abroad reached 101,900. 
No less than 27,800 Masses were said at the altars of the Basilica, and 244,000 pilgrims went 
to Communion there. The prayers recommended amounted to 1,138,000. 33,714 thanksgivings 
were made for special graces. 385 votive souvenirs in marble were donated; the votive candles 
of metal, the precious stones given, etc. cannot be counted. 

30 years ago Fr. F. Fliedner began to preach the Gospel in Spain, and with obvious 
success. A whole number of evangelical congregations came into being. After his death, the 
eldest son, P. Theo. Fliedner, continued the work. The same recently told in a lecture: "The 
political situation of the country is quite uncertain, in which a bloody civil war threatens, because 
the Republicans want a constitutional change. Now, in spite of the law, there is only a very 
conditional tolerance in Spain. There are Protestant congregations in 157 villages and towns in 
Spain. There are not a few who do not yet attend evangelical services, but who guard the Bible 
at home as a treasure. The chief editor of the great Madrid newspaper ‘Liberal’ wrote about 
Protestantism in Galicia: 'While perjury is the order of the day in the courts there, the word of a 
Protestant is sufficient to be completely unimpeachable. Protestant propaganda does us no 
harm, for it helps to improve morals and spur our fellow citizens on to fulfil their civic and social 
duties’. The Minister of Education has published new curricula for the improvement of the 
Spanish schools, in which some of the suggestions given by Fr. Fritz Fliedner have unmistakably 
been utilized." A Spanish colonel brought his son to Fliedner's grammar school for education 
and explained that he wanted to spare his son the struggles he himself had gone through as a 
Jesuit pupil. 
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He said that he worshipped the Bible, and that thousands of people in Spain still thought like him. 
The son of the former chief of police of Segovia was also admitted to Fliedner's school. 

The "Reichsbote" reports the following about the examinations at the Hamburg Central 
Cemetery: "Since 1883, continuous examinations of the cemetery waters were carried out, 
namely until 1893 by the chemical state laboratory, from 1894 on by the hygienic institute. They 
covered the water of the ten wells located in the periphery of the cemetery and the drains, as far 
as these were not dry during the time in question. The results of the investigations are compiled 
in tabular form. They show that there is no question of an unfavourable influence of the 
groundwater by the earth graves. Also none of the drainage waters showed a tendency to a 
constant increase of the bacterial count with the progressive occupation of the terrain. According 
to the results of the investigation, a contamination of the waters of its subsoil did not occur with 
the further occupation of the cemetery. The absence of such contamination, in spite of the fact 
that the corpses are closely packed together, which, with about 12,000 burials per year, must 
lead to a considerable accumulation of putrefactive material in a confined space, proves 
sufficiently that, with a suitable composition of the soil, draining the terrain to a depth of several 
meters below the bottom of the grave is sufficient under all circumstances, to exclude with 
certainty the diffusion of substances which, by their chemical or biological properties, may give 
rise to concern, that the filtration action and the absorption forces of the surrounding stratum of 
earth are fully capable of stripping them of their noxious properties." - This takes away the main 
reason for the opponents of burial in the ground. 

F.B. 

What is the assertion, fact, assumption, and judgment of sober-minded researchers in 
the modern Bible-hostile science? P. H. Wagner presents the following table in his book "Klar 
zum Gefecht! First assertion: "The world is the product of a development that proceeds without 
plan, without end, without goal." Result: "Development." Assumption: "Without end, plan, or goal." 
Heer: "To explain creation as a game of chance is as simple-minded as if one wanted to explain 
a symphony of Beethoven's from dots that came onto the paper by chance." Huxley: "If one 
overpowers the process (of the development of a living being from an egg) hour by hour, one is 
involuntarily taken in by the thought that a still sharper hindsight than the microscope must reveal 
the hidden artist with his design before him." Second assertion: "The universe arose of itself from 
a common primordial substance, the atoms. They have been given from the beginning, have 
come into motion of their own accord, have combined with one another in the most diverse ways, 
and have thereby formed this world." Result: "The common original matter." Conjecture: "The 
atoms: the self-acting motion of the atoms." Du Bois-Reymond: "(Presupposing the unproven fact 


of the atoms) whence the first impulse of motion? what is force? what substance? Ignoramus et 


ignorabimus! "Third assertion: "Organic life is only a higher form of development of the inorganic." 
Conclusion: "Development ascends from the inorganic to the organic and spiritual world." 
Conjecture: "Organic and spiritual life has developed from the inorganic (basis = cause)." Hertwig: 
"In general, it may be said, in spite of all the progress of science, the gulf between animate and 
inanimate nature, instead of being gradually filled, has become far rather deeper and wider." 
Fourth assertion: "The organic 
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Life first appeared of its own accord in the form of the primordial cell (the protoplasm) and from 
there, through adaptation to the environment, inheritance of acquired characteristics, sexual 
selection, struggle for existence, has developed into its present abundance and diversity". 
Result: "Life develops from germs. The development is influenced by adaptation, etc." 
Assumption: All life comes from the same original cell. b. Life arose of its own accord. c. The 
ability of species to evolve from one another and their ability to change is unlimited." a. Reinke: 
"The theory of descent leads us into an enchanted forest in which an abundance of unsolved 
and largely unsolvable riddles stare at us. Nothing, therefore, is more erroneous than the belief 
that it would itself bring the solution of the great world riddles." b. Reinke: "Spontaneous 
primordial generation is hopelessly lost. The mechanical and chemical forces are under no 
circumstances sufficient to bring forth a living being." Nageli: "Experience knows only a 
development from germs." c. Heer: "We perceive in nature much less a tendency to the fusion 
of species than, on the contrary, to their preservation, as is shown by the wildness of plants and 
animal races, that is, their return to the original wild forms, and the barrenness of species 
bastards." Hamann: "For a derivation of the individual types of animals from each other, there is 
no fact." Baer: "It is highly probable that the types of species have arisen through new creations 
on earth." Fifth assertion: "The end product of this development is man." Conclusion: "The 
material similarity of the human body and its organizational similarity to that of animals. 
Resemblance to ape species." Conjecture: "a. Man is descended from the ape, or man and ape 
are descended from a common extinct species. b. The missing link in development between 
man and ape was found in bone remains by Eugen Du Bois on Java in 1894." a. Virchow: 
"Hackel smells ape lust everywhere." Du Bois-Reymond: "Hackel's family trees are just as 
valuable as the family trees of the Homeric heroes. Virchow, Pagenstecher, Bischof, Franken, 
and many others, even from the camp of the Darwinists, agree that those assertions about the 
descent of man are at first and perhaps forever nothing but fantastic speculations." b. "NB. The 
famous bone remains of the fossil ape-man consist of: 1. a cranial roof, 2. a femur, 3. a molar 
tooth. The three bones are found within a radius of 15 meters." Virchow and Ranke: "The roof 
of the skull is that of acommon ape." Same and others: "Most probably the bones do not belong 
together at all." Sixth assertion: "The human mind, consciousness, and self-consciousness 
emerged as a function of the brain from the same development. Conclusion: "The human brain 
is the tool of the mind." Conjecture: "The brain is the cause of the mind and produces it." Lord 
Tyndall: "If our mind were sufficiently sharpened to see and feel the last molecules of the brain, 
if we could follow all its movements and groupings, all its electrical discharges, even if we 
possessed a perfect knowledge of the corresponding states of thought and feeling, we would 
then be as far removed as before from the solution of the great problem: how do all these 
physical operations unite with the fact of consciousness? The abyss between these two classes 
of phenomena will always be intellectually (for the intellect) insurmountable." Griesinger: "What 
imagining actually is, that is, what happens in the brain in the process, no one knows 
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What doctrine of conversion and election by grace patches into 
the unity of Christian doctrine? 


Christian doctrine forms a complete unity, and that in more than one respect. 
The holy scriptures themselves show this unity. 

Christian doctrine, first of all, forms a complete unity inasmuch as the sacred 
Scripture from which it is drawn is a complete unity. Holy Scripture is perfectly 
uniform; it is not partly man's word, partly God's word, but purely God's word. It is 
true that not only one man wrote the Scriptures, but a whole number were active as 
scribes. Nevertheless the Scriptures have remained a complete unity, because the 
holy men of God have not spoken out of their own, but "driven by the Holy Spirit. 1) 
We do not have in the holy Scriptures a Jesaian, Johannine, Petrine, Pauline, etc. 
doctrinal view, but a doctrinal view of the Holy Spirit. We have in the Scriptures, not 
a Jesian, Johannine, Petrine, Pauline, etc., doctrinal view, but the one divine 
doctrine; for it is God who speaks to us in the Scriptures through His prophets and 
apostles. Now this unity of Scripture is also proper to Christian doctrine, because 
Christian doctrine is taken from Scripture, as its only source of knowledge, 
"according to the law and testimony," 2) indeed, nothing more than Scripture itself, 
gathered together in a certain order. Theology, considered as Christian doctrine, nihil 


aliud est quam ipsa Scriptura sacra in certos locos redacta. Scriptural doctrine and 
Christian doctrine coincide completely. It is not the case, as modern theology holds, 
that a dogmatic or systematic exposition of Christian doctrine must reflect the 
"subjectivity," the "peculiar conception," of the theologian; but, on the contrary, the 
doctrinal fitness of a teacher of the Church must be shown by his keeping himself 
free from all subjectivity, and presenting only the objective word of God, as God 
spoke it through the prophets and apostles, and gave it to his Church as the ground 
of faith. "If any man speak," that is, in the Christian Church. 


1) 2 Petr. 1, 21. 2) Is. 8, 20. 
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Christian doctrine consists not of straw and wheat, that is, not of the thoughts of men 
and of the thoughts of God, but of pure wheat, of pure thoughts of God; "for how do 
straw and wheat rhyme together, saith the Lord?" Jer. 23:28. Again and again it must 
be remembered that Christian doctrine is merely theologia éytvzoc, that is, merely the 
imprint and reproduction of the divine view of things. By Christian doctrine of 
creation, of sin, of redemption, of conversion, of justification, of sanctification, of the 
church, of election by grace, etc., we understand not what men think of these things, 
and how men represent these things, but what God thinks of the same, and how God 
presents the same to us in his word. A Christian teacher does not teach from his 
ego, from his view, but from God's ego, from God's view, from God's mouth. God's 
|, God's view, God's mouth, however, we have in the holy Scriptures. To teach out 
of one's own view is the characteristic of false teachers, as we read in Jer. 23:16: 
"Hearken not unto the words of the prophets that prophesy unto you. They deceive 
you: for they preach the words of their heart, and not of the mouth of the LORD." 
This, then, is first of all the mighty, majestic unity of Christian doctrine, that it 
consists of all God's thoughts, as God has revealed them to us in the holy Scriptures. 
In this very respect Luther compares Christian doctrine to a golden chain, a ring, a 
bell without a crack, a mathematical point. "Est enim doctrina instar mathematici puncti; 


non potest igitur dividi, hoc est, neque ademtionem neque additionem ferre potest." 1) If the 
doctrines which | am lecturing are taken from God's mouth, from God's Word, | need 
not first still prove that they form a whole or a unity. The fact that they are taken from 
Scripture vouchsafes their unity, for zaea ypagy Geonvevotos, all Scripture is inspired 
by God and agrees together in the best way. In this certainty | am not misled even 
by the circumstance that according to my ego, that is, according to my human view, 
in short, according to my limited reason, | am not able to recognize the congruence 
or unity of the statements of Scripture. For from the mouth of God | also hear this: 
"My thoughts are not your thoughts, neither are your ways my ways, saith the Lord: 
but as much as heaven is higher than earth, so are my ways higher than your ways, 
and my thoughts than your thoughts." 2) The Scriptural principle thus binds the 
Christian doctrine together into a fixed unity. Thereby lies at the same time 


1) Ad Galatas.. Jrmischer II, 335. 2) Is. 55, 8. 9. 
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It is also expressly taught in Scripture that the unity of Christian doctrine is shattered 
by the insertion of human thoughts. The doctrine of Scripture is a noli me tangere, a 
self-contained, majestic greatness. If anywhere, the word is appropriate here, Hands 


off! Straw disturbs the unity of wheat. Thus thoughts of men, that is, all thoughts not 
revealed in the holy Scriptures, when mixed into Christian doctrine, disturb the unity 
of Christian doctrine. The Reformed doctrine that bread and wine in the Lord's 
Supper are only symbols of the body and blood of Christ does not fit into the unity of 
Christian doctrine, because Scripture does not teach this doctrine. The Reformed 
doctrine that God, with his converting and saving grace, passes by those who are 
lost, does not fit into the unity of Christian doctrine, because it is not attested in 
Scripture, but its opposite is clear Scriptural teaching, Matt. 23:37, Acts 7:51. 7, 51. 

Now what about the doctrine of conversion and election by grace? Within the 
outer limits of the Lutheran Church, from the sixteenth century down to our own time, 
two essentially different doctrines of conversion have been taught. One taught and 
still teaches a causa discriminis in homine, that is, they taught and still teach that God 
converts among men those who are somehow advantageously different from the 
others, who are somehow less guilty, e.g., by less reluctance, better use of the 
powers of grace, etc. The others taught and still teach a causa discriminis in homine. 
The others taught, and still teach, that men who are actually converted are equally 
guilty, and that the lesser reluctance, the better conduct, etc., wherever it is found, 
has its ground not in man, but in the work of God's grace; that, therefore, conversion 
in every concrete case is in solidum a work of God's free grace, and depends solely 
on the grace of God. Which of these two doctrines remains in the unity of scriptural 
revelation? Only the latter. The former belongs to the straw. Scripture teaches that 
there is no distinction among men, that all alike are dead in sins and enemies to God, 
and that therefore it is by God's grace and omnipotence, "according to his good 
pleasure," 1) that we come to faith. And how stands it in regard to the doctrine of 
election? The difference in the doctrine of conversion naturally shows itself at once 
in the doctrine of eternal election. Thus some taught and teach that in eternal election 
God looked upon the lesser guilt, the better conduct, the less reluctance, etc. Others 
taught and still teach that in the eternal election God did not look at anything in man, 
because there is no such thing as lesser guilt, better conduct, etc., as seen in the 
natural man's manner and activity, 2) and that God, as he did in the 


1) Phil. 2, 13.: vitep tH#¢ evdoxiac.. 2) 1 Cor. 4, 7. 
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If any man be converted and kept in the faith from time to time by grace for Christ's 
sake, according to his good pleasure, he hath also from eternity chosen him to 
salvation by grace for Christ's sake, according to his good pleasure. What doctrine 
remains in the unity of scriptural revelation? Only the latter. Holy Scripture teaches 
that all spiritual good found in the elect in time: Faith, justification, sanctification, 
preservation, etc., is a consequence and effect of their eternal election. Thus 
Scripture teaches in all passages which deal with the relation of the eternal election 
to the temporal Christian state of the elect. 1) That God regarded in the elect a lesser 
guilt, a better conduct, a less reluctance, etc., or also "persevering faith," is one and 
the same avtiypagov. It is straw, a man's thought, and destroys the unity 

of Christian doctrine, which consists of nothing but the thoughts of God as revealed 
in the Holy Scriptures. 

That the doctrine, according to which God is said to have regarded something 
in man at conversion and election, is not contained in sacred Scripture, has been 
made manifest by the principles of Scripture interpretation which have formerly and 
now been advocated for the protection of aliquid in nobis. For one makes the assertion 
that it is not the Scriptural statements concerning an article of doctrine which finally 
found and determine that article, but an "analogy of faith" which stands above the 
Scriptural statements, and which is discernible to theologians in particular. This 
"analogy of faith," alias "harmonious whole," "organic whole," "system," etc., is 
supposed to be the supreme and decisive norm of Christian doctrine. The ipsissima 
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verba read, "This organic whole, as the highest norm of Scripture interpretation, is still 
above parallelism or comparison of Scripture passages dealing with the same 
doctrine; in other words, it forms the analogy of faith." This is to say, that though | 
have carefully gathered and brought out what Scripture says about creation, about 
redemption, about Christ's person and work, about conversion, etc., yet this does not 
establish the Christian doctrine of creation, redemption, conversion, etc. There is still 
a higher standard for the individual doctrines than the scriptural statements. The 
"highest standard" is the "organic whole" or the "analogy of faith." One brings the 
"analogy of faith" in opposition to the Scriptural word. Now according to this the 
matter comes to this: Not God's mouth, the words of Scripture, constitute the articles 
of faith, but an analogy of faith floating apart from and above the word of Scripture 
(falsely so called) is first to give content and form to the Christian doctrines. With this 
the scriptural principle is thoroughly abandoned. Yet this is how it is, 


1) Apost. 13, 48. Rom. 8, 30. 2 Tim. 1, 9. Eph. 1, 3. ff. Joh. 15, 15. Matth. 24, 22. etc. 
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that we Christians, including the theologians, do not know the slightest thing about 
the content and context of Christian teachings apart from God's Word and beyond 
God's Word. This "analogy of faith" supposedly above the statements of Christ, this 


"highest norm" supposedly hovering above the statements of Scripture is pura puta 


imaginatio, straw. It is the self-opinionated, theological, or rather most untheological 
"I" that does not want to be bound by the word of Scripture, but wants to rule over 
the word of Scripture, that does not believe Christ's word simple-mindedly, but 
criticizes it according to its subjective judgment. In short, the "analogy of faith" that is 
above the word of Scripture is the analogy of unbelief. It is the acceptance of 
Scripture with quatenus, viz. Quatenus quatenus consentit cum pia (impia) persuasione 


nostra. A theology which works with an "analogy of faith" standing above the 
Scriptural word, admittedly also entwines its "doctrines" with a bond. But it is not the 
bond of divine revelation, but the bond of the super-smart human ego. The unified 
bond of the majestic Word of Scripture has been torn asunder. Instead, you have a 
theology bound in straw. 

For the uninformed, it may at first appear to be piety and conscientiousness 
when someone says that he does not want to determine the individual doctrines 
merely from the statements of Christ about these doctrines, but only from comparison 
with other scriptural passages and a "scriptural whole. But in his struggle against the 
Reformers, Luther shows how this completely removes Scripture as the source and 
norm of doctrine in the Church. The Reformers did not want to believe the words of 
Scripture which deal with the Lord's Supper. "God does not pretend to us to believe 
such incomprehensible things." But in order to cover their apostasy from Scripture in 
this matter, and to persuade themselves and others that they nevertheless adhered 
to Scripture, they established the principle that the meaning of the words of the Lord's 
Supper must first be determined by comparison with other passages of Scripture. 
Luther proves what a deception there is here. He admits that Scripture is to be 
interpreted by Scripture. But this means that dark Scripture is to be interpreted by 
clear Scripture. But if one wants to say that clear Scripture, that is, the passages of 
Scripture that obviously deal with a certain doctrine, must first be interpreted by 
comparison with other passages of Scripture, this is a denial of Scripture and a 
mockery of it. Luther writes to Carlstadt: "That you teach me that passages of 
Scripture are to be interpreted by comparison with other passages, and that, trusting 
in this rule, you begin to draw even the sixth chapter of John, as it were, as a light on 
the words of the Lord's Supper - here, | pray you, hear me patiently. If every passage 
of Scripture must be interpreted by another passage of Scripture, where will there be 
an end to comparing the passages of the 
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Scripture? For in this way it will come about that no passage in Scripture will be 
certain and clear, and such a comparison of one passage with another will take place 
ad infinitum. In this way another will presume to interpret the sixth chapter of John by 
the Lord's Supper, just as you presume to interpret the Lord's Supper by the sixth 
chapter of John, and he will make use of your rule, namely, that one passage must 
be explained by another. Do you not feel that you have here laid a very unreliable 
foundation, and are concluding from the particular to the general (ex particulari ad 


universale procedere)? For this rule: one passage must be interpreted by another, is 
without doubt only something particular, namely, a doubtful and obscure passage 
must be interpreted by a clear and certain one. For to interpret clear and certain 
passages by comparing them with others is to mock the truth in an unworthy manner 
(nequiter veritatem illudere) and to bring clouds into the light. Likewise, to interpret all 
passages by comparing them with others would be to throw the whole Scripture into 
an infinite and uncertain heap (totam Scripturam in infinitum et incertum chaos 


confundere). Is not this clear enough? No doubt you perceive very well that this is the 
way it is." 1) 

To place the statements of Scripture concerning a doctrine under a higher 
control only makes sense under one condition: if the Scriptures were not God's Word. 
If there were errors or inaccurate expressions in Scripture that needed correction, if 
we had a Johannine, Pauline, etc. theology in Scripture, then we would have to look 
for a higher theology that was above the statements in Scripture. If we had in 
Scripture a Johannine, Pauline, etc. theology, then we would have to look for a higher 
standard, above the statements of Scripture, in order to eliminate the existing errors. 
Modern theologians, who deny the inspiration of Scripture, act quite logically when 
they say that the doctrine of Scripture can claim validity only so far as it has 
legitimated itself before the "I," the "consciousness of faith" of the theologian. But so 
long as one wants to hold fast to the inspiration of sacred Scripture, so long as one 
confesses with us that the Scriptural statements concerning the individual Christian 
doctrines are ipsissima Dei verba, so long one should not speak of a "supreme norm" 
standing above the Scriptural statements. If, however, this is done, it should be 
known that it is a de facto denial of the inspiration of sacred Scripture. Everyone who 
still wants to adjust the words of Scripture according to the higher standard of the 
"harmonious whole" has every reason to examine himself whether he still seriously 
believes Scripture to be the Word of God. Luther reminds the Reformed of this when 
they do not believe the words of the Lord's Supper, but rather accept them. 


1) St. L. ed. XX, 327. letters of De Wette Ill, 233. 
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from whence they would interpret it. "If they believed that it was God's Word, they 
would not play so with the same, but would hall it in the highest honor, and ascribe 
faith to it without all disputation and doubt, and would know that One Word of God 
was all, and all the words of God one." 1) In this Luther saw the "other spirit" of Zwingli 
and his comrades. Luther said at the close of the Colloquium at Marburg: "his spirit 
and their (the Zwinglians') spirit do not rhyme together: for that cannot be one spirit, 
if one in one place believes the words of Christ simply, and in another place reproves 
and reviles this faith." 2) The position, the practical position on Scripture, is also here 
in America what divides the minds. The Synodal Conference humbly submits to the 
Word of Scripture, while its opponents are still wise beyond the Word of Scripture and 
criticize and master the Word of Scripture according to their knowledge which goes 
beyond the Word of Scripture. And this has not only become so since the controversy 
over the doctrine of conversion and election by grace. Walther has worked much with 
quotations from Luther and the Fathers, and he has therefore been reproached for 
not binding consciences both with Scripture and with the sayings of the Fathers. No 
reproach is more unjust! As high as he held the fathers and the testimonies of the 
orthodox church, so earnestly did he always inculcate that Scripture alone, and 
nothing else, constituted articles of faith. It is only a very external description if one 
has called Walther the "great citation theologian". What actually characterized 
Walther was his great fear of God's Word, his humble submission to the majesty of 
the Word of Scripture. Thus a participant in the colloquium in Milwaukee in 1867 
wrote: "It became quite clear to me there that the strength of the Missourian teachers 
does not rest in their adherence to the symbols, but rather in their fear of God's Word! 
It was said there: ‘Ecclesiastical is everything that is biblical, a doctrine may be 
contained and fixed in the symbols or not, if it is only in the holy Scriptures." 3) It has 
a certain value that such synods, which have been and are in conflict with us, confess 
with us that the Holy Scriptures are the inspired, infallible Word of God. On the other 
hand, we must not conceal from ourselves that the practical position on Scripture in 
the controversy has always been different. This can be easily proved. Our opponents 
have not taught "out of the mouth of the Lord," that is, not out of the word of Scripture, 
but "in the face of their hearts"; they have mingled straw with wheat. 

One objects, in order to weaken the difference: "The straw is often in the head, 
not in the pagan. We readily admit that. Some, by God's marvellous grace, remain in 
their 


1) Ad Galatas. Jrmischer II, 336. 2) Késtlin, Luthers Leben Il, 136. 
3) Hochstetter, "History of the Missouri Synod." S. 288. 
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He is simple-minded about the Word of Scripture, even though he harbors theories 
in his head that nullify the authority of the Word of Scripture. But yet it remains firm: 
There shall be no straw in the head either. No man has a right to make up his own 
mind about the articles of Christian doctrine, but all thoughts about them must be 
given us by God's Word. Next, the head is also in dangerous neighborhood with the 
heart. Finally, straw is fuel. It kindles the fire of discord in the church while the church 
still waits her office, and seeks to but and separate the straw from the wheat. 
Melanchthon, with the straw of causa discriminis in homine, that is, with the human 
thought of the better conduct of those who are converted and blessed, kindled a fire 
in the Lutheran Church of the sixteenth century which was extinguished only after 
decades of effort by the Concordia formula. In the Lutheran Church of America, 
likewise, with the straw of "better behavior" and its synonyms, one has torn asunder 


the unity of Lutheran doctrine, and then of the Church, resting on the Scriptural Word. 
(Conclusion follows.) F. P. 


The doctrinal differences between Missouri and lowa. 1) 


(Continued.) 
D Deind6rfer further discusses in his essay the differences between lowa and 
Missouri concerning eschatological questions. Here, too, the real status controversiae 


is whether what lowa teaches or allows to stand as doctrina publica, or Missouri's 
teaching, agrees with Scripture and the Scriptural confession. For the 


1) Following the discussion of the fourth point of difference in the last issue of this paper, 
the undersigned would like to state, in order to prevent all misunderstandings, that the lowans, 
in their part, also declared and rejected as erroneous the teaching of the later Lutheran 
dogmatists, according to which God ordered the celebration of at least one of the seven days of 
the week in the third commandment, as this is proven to him from various documents. 


Incidentally, in discussing this point of difference, he had merely kept to the status controversiae 


as D. D. had fixed it, namely, to the question whether the above-mentioned opinion was a 
deviation from the right faith, an apostasy from a part of the Lutheran confession, or not. Of 
course, it is incomprehensible to him how a doctrine can be called erroneous and yet not contrary 


to the symbol, and therefore tolerable. Even in the event that the Lutheran confession should not 


have pronounced itself on this particular point, that later Sunday doctrine is in any case a 
deviation from Scripture, otherwise it would not be erroneous. And a deviation from Scripture is 
at least as much of a deviation as a deviation from the Confession. G. St. 
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is the old Lutheran way of judging and evaluating all teachers and all teachings 
according to this rule and guideline. 
The current year's "Kirchliche Zeitschrift" comments p. 23 to 25 as follows: 

5. We now come to several points concerning things to come. The Bible speaks of a great 
apostasy from the Christian faith occurring in the last days, and of a man of great power and 
renown placing himself at the head of the apostate masses. In the second epistle of St. Paul to 
the Thessalonians (Cap. 2) he is called "the man of sin" and "the child" or "the son of perdition." 
Especially the Revelation of St. John describes him as a worldly and spiritual potentate without 
equal (Cap. 13-17). He is usually called the Antichrist or Counter-Christ, which name St. John 
attached to him in his epistles, because he is the worst and most powerful adversary of Christ 
and His kingdom. Luther and our ancient church teachers held that this great apostasy had 
completely occurred in the Roman papacy, and that the pope, who stands at the head of the 
Roman church and claims to be the visible governor of Christ, is this Antichrist. This judgment is 
also expressed in our confessional writings, for in the Apology of the Augsburg Confession the 
papacy is called a part of the kingdom of the Antichrist, and in the Schmalkaldic Articles the pope 
is called the "right end-Christ. Now, in any case, all parts of the Lutheran Church agree in the 
judgment that in the Roman papacy a great apostasy from the holy gospel and from true 
Christianity has taken place, and that the Roman pope is a wicked and powerful adversary of 
Christ and his kingdom, against whom all Christians are earnestly to be warned and have reason 
to beware. One may only think of the pope's raging, persecuting, and murdering in the time of 
the Reformation to find this judgment just. In recent times, however, many Lutheran teachers 
and Christians have become doubtful and uncertain as to whether we already had and have the 
prophesied great apostasy in the Pabstacy and the great antichrist in the Roman Pontiff, and 
thus whether a more complete fulfillment of the respective prophecies can no longer be 
expected. Many of the features of these prophecies, especially the worst and most terrible ones, 
cannot be found in the papacy and the pope. But now the Synod of Missouri demands that every 
Lutheran, and especially every teacher of the Lutheran Church, must acknowledge and believe 
that the Pope is the true Antichrist, that in him and his kingdom the prophecies of this last enemy 
of Christ are completely and fully fulfilled, and that no further and more complete fulfillment of 
them may be expected. It is not enough for the Missouri Synod to recognize in the papacy a 
piece of the kingdom of the Antichrist, as the Apology of the Augsburg Confession says, and in 
the pope a forerunner of the last and real Antichrist, who, according to Scripture, is to have and 
exercise his terrible power only for a short time. This, too, is treated as an important doctrine of 
faith, which it cannot be, if only for the sake of it, because it does not concern anything that 
affects our eternal salvation. Our Synod could not and cannot agree with the Missouri Synod in 
this, nor satisfy its demand. It rejects with the Missouri Synod all that is contrary to the word of 
God in the papacy; it sees in the Roman papacy an abominable apostasy from true Christianity 
and wants to fight it with all seriousness; but it wants to leave open the question whether the last 
and full fulfillment of what Scripture prophesies of the Antichrist is not yet to be expected. Those 
who from the 
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Those who have gained the conviction from Scripture that the final fulfillment of these prophecies 
is still to be expected in the future, shall have the same right in the church as those who believe 
they have the conviction that everything has already been fulfilled in the Roman papacy. For it is 
not a question here of a piece of our most holy Christian faith; or does the judgment about the 
pope or the papacy form any part of my beatific faith, my trust in the Lord? Nor is it a matter of 
faithful acceptance of a clearly expressed doctrine of Scripture, or of rejection of such a doctrine. 
For the Scriptures clearly and definitely teach the coming of the antichrist before the glorious 
future of Jesus Christ, and mark the work of Satan which he will do; but the Scriptures do not 
teach that the pope and the pabacy are the antichrist and the antichristianity. It is rather a human 
application of the Scriptural doctrine of the antichrist and his doings, which must be distinguished 
from the doctrine of Christ itself. The Lord himself will give the decision in the future, and we can 
calmly leave it to him. 

The above mentioned omission about the Antichrist contains some 
inaccuracies and contradictions. It is emphasized that also those theologians have a 
full right in the church who think and teach that the prophesied "man of sin" and "son 
of perdition", the "real Antichrist" is still to be expected in the future. This is the opinion 
of the newer theologians, and apparently also of D. D. and many lowa professors and 
pastors. On the other hand, it is stated that the prophecy of the Antichrist has already 
been fulfilled in the Roman papacy, only that it has not yet been completely and totally 
fulfilled. These two propositions contradict each other. The prophecy of Scripture, 2 
Thess. 2, Revelation 13-17, Dan. 11, refers to a concrete historical phenomenon or 
rather to a very specific historical person, be it an individual or a collective person. If 
this person, the actual, great Antichrist, is still future, then he is not identical with the 
pope, so the prophecy of the great Antichrist was not fulfilled in the beginning or in 
part in the pope. Then the Pabst is at most, as D. D. calls him, the forerunner of the 
Antichrist. But the forerunner is a different person from the one for whom he prepares 
the way. John, the forerunner of Christ, was not Christ, even in the beginning and in 
part. It should be said roundly that one does not believe that the pope is the real 
antichrist and end-christ. The latter is the belief and confession of the Lutheran 
Church, as well as of the Reformed. D. D. admits this, when he writes: "Luther and 
our old church teachers held that this great apostasy had completely occurred in the 
Roman papacy, and that the pope, who stands at the head of the Roman church and 
claims to be the visible governor of Christ, is this antichrist. This judgment has also 
been expressed in our confessions," etc. On the other hand, he remarks that it should 
be enough that one recognizes in the papacy a piece of the kingdom of the Antichrist, 
as the Apology of the Augsburg Confession says. But these are two different things, 
that one should recognize the Pabst 
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for the right end-Christ, and that the papacy is only described as one piece of the 
kingdom of the Antichrist, thus leaving open the assumption that a second piece, 
and perhaps the right main piece, will only follow in the future. According to their 
view of the Apology, the lowans would have to present the matter in such a way that 
two contradictory views of the Antichrist were expressed in the Lutheran 
Confessions, one in the Schmalkaldic Articles, the other in the Apology, and that 
therefore later Lutherans were free to choose whether they wanted to adopt this or 
that view. If one listens carefully, one will find that the Apology confesses, just as 
definitely and energetically as the Schmalkaldic Articles, the pope as the proper, 
right end-Christ. In one place, however, it calls the papacy "a piece of the kingdom 
of Antichrist." But the context shows how this is meant. D. D. should have cited the 
entire passage. It reads: "The kingdom of Antichrist is actually such a new worship 
invented by men, by which Christ is rejected, as Mahomet's kingdom has worship of 
its own choosing, its own works, by which they pretend to become holy and pious 
for God, and do not believe that one is justified by faith alone in Christ. Thus the 
papacy also becomes a part of the kingdom of Antichrist, pars regmi antichristi, when 
it teaches to obtain forgiveness of sin and to make atonement for God through the 
commandments of men." (Miller, Symb. B., pp. 208. 209.) Here "new worship 
devised by men" is called a characteristicum of the kingdom of Antichrist. And because 


this very characteristicum is also found in the kingdom of Mahomet, Mahomet's 
kingdom is here added to the kingdom of Antichrist. If, then, the papacy, where "the 
new service" has likewise come into use, is called a part of the kingdom of Antichrist, 
it is not a kingdom yet to come, but the kingdom of Mahomet that is to be regarded 


as altera pars. Thus later Lutheran theologians call the pope antichristus occidentalis, 


the Turk antichristus orientalis. And so in the well-known Luther hymn, Pabst and Turk 
are coordinated. The expression "kingdom of Antichrist" is taken in a broad sense in 
this one passage of the Apology, so that it also includes Muhammad's kingdom, the 
Turk. For the rest, it is also a foregone conclusion to the author of the Apology that, 
strictly speaking, the pope and no other besides him is the real, true Antichrist and 
end-Christ. In the same connection in which he used the expression "piece of the 
kingdom of Antichrist," he proves that what Daniel, Cap. 11, said of the Antichrist, 
that he would serve his God with gold, silver, and precious stones, applies to the 
pope. The abomination of the Mass he calls "the right desolation, of which Daniel 
saith." (Miller, Symb. B., p. 259.) In general, in the Apology, where the abuses of 
the Roman Church are criticized, it is explained in detail that in all this Daniel's 
prophecy of the Antichrist, Cap. 11, was actually fulfilled. Cf. For example, Miller, 
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Symb. The Synod of lowa, respectively a large part of its ministry, thus takes a 
completely different position toward the pope than the Lutheran Church has taken 
from the beginning and expressed in its confession. And where does the truth lie? It 
would be strange if our Lutheran fathers, who for two centuries resisted the pope in 
a fierce struggle to the death, should have been mistaken about the person of this 
arch-enemy. No, the Lutheran Confession agrees with Scripture on this point also. 
We confidently say that it is scriptural doctrine, and not human application of 
scriptural doctrine, that the pope is the antichrist. Again, it is a matter of believing 
acceptance of a clearly stated scriptural doctrine, or rejection of one. The words of 
Scripture that strike us here, such as 2 Thess. 2, Revelation 13-17, Dan. 11, do not 
contain dogmatic truths, nor do they report historical facts that happened at the time 
the Spirit inspired this Scripture, but they are words of prophecy. And such words a 
Christian at first accepts in simple faith and is sure that they will be fulfilled in their 
time. But when the prophecy is fulfilled, then faith in the word of prophecy also 
includes this, that one recognizes and acknowledges the fulfillment of the prophecy. 
For the spirit of prophecy has revealed the things to come for the very purpose that 
those who experience the fulfillment of the prophecy may and should be certain that 
now that happens or has just happened which God has already indicated before in 
his word, and look at and judge the present in the light of the prophecy. When Jesus 
went out among Israel and began to preach and perform miracles, it was clear and 
evident to all righteous Israelites that this Jesus of Nazareth was the Messiah 
prophesied in the Scriptures of the old covenant. When Philip testified to his friend 
Nathanael, "We have found him of whom Moses wrote in the law, and the prophets," 
he proved that he believed Mosiah and the prophets. The Lord also punished the 
Pharisees who did not believe his words, because they did not believe Mosiah, who 
had written about him. When Luther attacked the pope with the word of truth and the 
pope took a stand and condemned Luther's teaching, it was obvious to all righteous 
Christians that the pope was the Antichrist fei prophesied in the Scriptures. And we, 
too, can see this clearly if we look at the words of the Scriptures concerning the 
Antichrist correctly, accept them with simple faith, and compare the history and 
present-day form of the Pabst with them. We reproach the theologians who expect 
the Antichrist in the future for not understanding these words of prophecy and for 
refusing to believe and obey them. It would go too far here to show that all the 
individual features of the image of the Antichrist, as it is portrayed in Scripture, are 
realized in the Roman papacy. 
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This has already been done enough on our part. Cf. e.g. See, for example, the 
Synodal Report of the Middle District of 1895, p. 79 ff. Finally, we cannot agree with 
D. Deind6rfer that the judgment about the pope has no relationship at all to the 


beatific faith and that one may therefore teach and judge in the church in utramque 


partem in this matter. Every error, every contradiction against a clear scriptural 
testimony, harms the faith. And also the judgment about the pope is related to the 
center of the saving faith. Those theologians who openly deny that the pope is the 
Antichrist, prove first of all that they lack the right understanding of the history of the 
church, the history of the papacy, and the meaning of the Reformation. But they also 
betray that they are not firmly grounded in Luther's doctrine, D. D. writes: "Many 
features of these prophecies (namely, of the Antichrist), and especially the worst and 
most terrible ones, do not want to be proved in Pabbism and in the Pope." Now, what 
is the worst evil in the papacy? What was the point at which Luther shed the right 
light on the Pabst? Let Luther tell us himself. In his writing, "Against the Bull of the 
Last Christian," he remarks on the tenth of his articles condemned by the pope, which 
deals with the forgiveness of sins and absolution: "Behold, thou Almighty God! 
behold, all pious Christians! is this not a wretched, horrible, terrible thing, that the 
Christian faith is publicly condemned by those who boast of being masters of the 
Christian faith? They pretend that we should not believe that sins are forgiven, when 
we are absolved by the priest; yea, what shall we do? That God may punish you, you 
Roman end-Christian knaves and murderers of souls! What do you pretend to teach 
us? Shall we then say to the priest, when he absolves us, Thou liest in God's stead, 
and God with thee? Why then do you make us believe your loose bulls and letters of 
indulgence, which you sell in the devil's name? Now hear, dear Christians, something 
new from Rome: the article of faith is condemned, since we all say, | believe in the 
Holy Ghost, a Christian church, remission of sins. If | knew that this bull had been 
given by the pope at Rome, and had not been invented by the arch-liar and evil-doer, 
Doctor Ecken, | would cry out to all Christians that they hold the pope no other than 
the right arch-Christ, of which all Scripture says," etc. Now, soon after he wrote these 
words, Luther knew that the Pope himself had given this bull, and since then it was 
certain to him that the Pope is the right arch-Christian. And so, in the other writing, 
"The Reason and Cause of All Articles Unjustly Condemned by the Roman Bull," he 
expresses himself with regard to the same matter as follows: "I think that the pope 
has come to his end. But although this article (of the forgiveness of sins) is so publicly 
true, that all Christians’ ears are justly frightened, and are appalled at the 
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This is the pope's condemnation, since it is the greatest practice in all Christendom 
for one to comfort another, to believe and trust in God's mercy, which forgives his 
sin; without the evil spirit, in the last distresses of death, being in the habit of blowing 
into men's heads, as the pope teaches in this bull, that they should not believe that 
their sin is forgiven them. But he does not do this as if it were right and just, but as 
an enemy of grace, faith, and truth. But the pope, worse than all devils, teaches this 
as right and good doctrine, sitting in God's stead, and condemning faith, which no 
devil ever did. O, it will be at the end with thee, thou child of perdition and final 
Christian! Cease, Pabst, thou doest it too roughly and too much." Certainly that the 
pope has condemned and cursed the article of the forgiveness of sins, the one 
consolation of Christians in life and death, not only in that bull, but also in many other 
decrees, as well as in the Tridentine, and passes this off as right, good doctrine, 
makes him the first-born of Satan, who is worse than all devils. That the pope, with 
his doctrine of works, with all his decrees, lies, and blasphemies, tears Christ, the 
only Savior of sinners, out of the hearts and consciences of Christians, makes him 
the real anti-Christ. Surely nothing worse and more terrible is conceivable in the 
church. Those theologians who expect from their future Antichrist something even 
worse and more terrible than what the pope has perpetrated, prove that their view of 
the central meaning of the articulus stantis et cadentis ecclesiae, the article of 
justification, is clouded. Yes, where does it come from that studied theologians do 
not see what since the days of Luther every simple Christian, every Christian 
confirmand can grasp with his hands, that they do not see through the secret of the 
wickedness in the Roman papacy? This is only because they themselves have so 
many things in them that are related to the papacy. The lowasche doctrine of church 
and ministry is papist leaven. And so also the lowasche soteriology is corroded by 
philosophy, by the spirit of Erasmus. We will return to this point later. 

We take the two following points, pp. 25-27, together, both of which refer to 
chiliasm: 
6. Another point of this kind is that of a future 1000 year reign of Christ on earth. Such a 
reign is prophesied in Revelation 20, 1-5. Christ is to reign with His saints, who will participate in 
the first resurrection, and during this time Satan will be bound and deprived of his influence of 
seduction over the nations (vv. 1-3). On this point the question is whether this prophecy has 
already been fulfilled, or whether its fulfillment is yet to be expected in the future. The Synod of 
Missouri asserts that the fulfillment is already in the past, but cannot give the proof. Nevertheless, 


it condemns as false teachers those who hold that the fulfillment has not yet come. She has, 
after all, established the proposition as a certain article of faith. 
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that the last day may come every day. Now our Synod, as a Synod, has not set up and accepted 
the doctrine that this millennial reign of Christ is still future and must be expected. This has been 
said of it in the Missouri Synod, however often it has been repudiated by it. But it has had many 
members, and no doubt still has many, who were and are convinced that the prophecy of the 
1000-year kingdom has not yet been fulfilled, but that its fulfillment is still to be expected before 
the end of the world. And she wants to grant these members of the Lutheran Church the same 
right as those who believe themselves convinced that this 1000-year kingdom has already come 
to pass. This is evidently a difficult doctrinal point, and the decision can and must be left to the 
future. But in so doing, our Synod, with the Synod of Missouri, rejects all enthusiastic chiliasm, 
such as the Anabaptists had, which is condemned in the 17th article of our Augsburg Confession, 
according to which, before the resurrection of the dead, "vain saints, pious men, shall have a 
worldly kingdom, and shall destroy all ungodly men." If any one in the Synod of lowa believed 
and taught such chiliasm, such a millennial kingdom, he would not be tolerated in their 
membership. - How much our Synod has been blasphemed and hindered in its work by chiliasm 
for decades because of this position of theirs on the point, is not to be told. And yet it is impossible 
to see how the Lutheran Church can take a different position on this point, if it does not want to 
do violence to consciences, than our Synod does. 

7. Another point is connected with this, which is similar to this, that is the "first 
resurrection", which is mentioned in the same chapter of the Revelation of St. John (v. 4-6). 
Whoever reads this passage can hardly avoid the impression that a bodily resurrection is spoken 
of here, which is to take place at the beginning of the 1000 years spoken of above. For it is said 
hereafter, "But the rest of them which were dead did not live again until the thousand years were 
finished" (v. 5). Those who died before were to come to life and rise again, who, under the rule 
of the Antichrist, had to suffer violent death for the sake of their faith and confession; they were 
to reign with Christ their Lord for a thousand years and thus share in his glory. These are the 
words. But many believed, and still believe, that the passage must be understood otherwise than 
as referring to a bodily resurrection. And this for the reason that in no other place does the 
Scripture say anything in clear words about a resurrection that is to take place earlier than at the 
end of this world. Especially do they refer to the words of the third article of faith, "and at the last 
day will raise me and all that are dead," although an exception has already been made to this in 
the resurrection of Christ, whereof it is said in Matt. 27:52 and 53, "Many bodies of the saints 
which slept arose, and came out of the graves after his resurrection, and entered into the holy 
city, and appeared unto many." Now it is also not synodical doctrine in the lowa Synod that this 
"first resurrection" is a bodily one and must be understood and believed as such. We hold it here 
just as we did on the previous point. Whoever believes that this resurrection must be understood 
as a bodily resurrection is not prevented from doing so, and is not threatened with exclusion from 
the Synod. And whoever believes that he must understand it differently will not be denied fraternal 
fellowship and synodal membership. Here again we are not dealing with an article of faith, but 
with an incidental point in an article of faith. For the article of faith is this, that before the end of 
the world, and 
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that on the day of judgment all the dead will rise bodily, some to eternal life, others to eternal 
damnation. In this we must agree. The Lord will decide on this secondary point concerning time 
in the future, just as he will decide on the prophesied millennial reign of Christ. The Missouri 
Synod, however, holds it differently here also. Whoever takes this "first resurrection" for a bodily 
one is declared by it to be a false teacher, and with such a one it holds no church fellowship. 

It is thus stated here that the lowa Synod has by no means proclaimed 
chiliasticism as a synodal doctrine, but does recognize it as fully legitimate in the 
church, as many of its members and preachers pay homage to it. 1) D. D. does not 
dwell on the content of the chiliastic hope, which in his opinion is justified. But what 
he says about the "future 1000-year reign of Christ on earth," as well as about the 
co-government of the martyrs who have been resurrected from death and their share 
in Christ's glory, is proof enough that this kind of chiliasticism also contradicts the 
17th article of the Augsburg Confession. For the reign and glory of Christ and His 
saints here on this earth is evidently a "worldly kingdom," quite apart from the 
extermination of the ungodly, this specificum of the old chiliasts, the Anabaptists. And 
above all, the chiliastic hope, even if it remains within the limits just drawn, contradicts 
the Holy Scriptures. The chiliastes refer to Revelation 20:1-10, but immediately have 
to add to the biblical text to accommodate their beliefs. For Revelation 20 says not a 
word of a reign of Christ and the saints here on this earth, and what is said v. 5. 6. of 
the first resurrection, has its correlate in v. 12-14. where the bodily resurrection on 
the day of judgment, and that as a general resurrection of all the dead, is described, 
can therefore, according to the context, only be understood of a spiritual resurrection. 
Revelation 20:1-10 is one of those obscure passages of Scripture which may be 
interpreted in various ways, but which must never be interpreted in such a way as to 
contradict the clear passages of Scripture which deal with the same subject. For our 
part, we have given, e. g., in the Synodal Report of the Middle District p. 84, already 
referred to, an interpretation of Revelation 20 which agrees with the analogy of faith. 
The chiliastic interpretation, on the other hand, runs straight against Scripture, 
against clara scriptura. The sacred Scripture knows only of a spiritual reign of Christ 


on earth, since Christ, by Word and Spirit, gathers His Church from all the nations of 
the earth, and the believers- 


1) lowa theologians have at different times spoken differently about chiliasm, some 
significantly milder than D. D. in the above. In the present article we are dealing with Deinddrfer's 
writing, and thus also with the form of chiliasm indicated by D. D., which is likewise entitled to 
exist in the lowa Synod. For the rest, we consider even the most subtle form of chiliasm, such as 
Spener's chiliasm, to be contrary to Scripture. 
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He reigns over those he has won with his word and spirit and keeps them in the right 
faith until the end. And this kingdom of Christ on earth, the so-called kingdom of 
grace, is according to the Scriptures at the same time a kingdom of the cross, the 
believers have to suffer much from the unbelievers, and only the last day will put an 
end to their tribulation. According to the Scriptures, Christ will not return in glory until 
the last day, will raise up all the dead, both evil and good, on the same day, will 
execute judgment on the dead and the living, will burn up the world with fire, will 
consign the wicked to eternal fire, but will take the righteous with him into eternal life. 
With this clear testimony of the Scriptures concerning Christ's kingdom and reign on 
earth and the last things, which is found in so many well-known Bible verses, the 
chiliastic reverie stands in direct, blatant contradiction. This was already pointed out 
by the old Lutheran dogmatists, who perhorrescir all chiliasm, not only that of the 


Anabaptists. Quenstedt, for example, writes: Cum adventus Christi secundus, resurrectio 
universalis, extremum judicium et consummatio seculi immediate cohaereant unumque 
alterum sine temporis intervallo excipiat, ex eo patet, nullum terrenum regnum et vitam 
omnibus spiritualibus et corporalibus deliciis affluentem ante consummatum judicium esse 


exspectandum, ut somniant Chiliastae vel Millenarii. And it is now also obvious how 
pernicious the chiliastic error is to the Christian faith. It awakens the most 
adventurous imaginings, draws the thoughts of Christians away from the way of 
salvation which God has ordained for men for this time until the end of the world, 
darkens the real Christian hope, the hope of eternal glory, makes clear words of 
Scripture unclear and doubtful, deprives Christians of the simple understanding of 
Scripture, etc. The chiliastical trend is the most dangerous and the most dangerous. 
The chiliastic direction that has broken out in the past century, especially among the 
revivalists and revival preachers, has its genesis in disobedience to God's Word. 
When those who had at least in the main returned to the faith of the fathers, found 
themselves with their faith at variance with the visible church to which they belonged, 
where unbelief held sway, and now duty approached them, to strive with all their 
energy for a reformation of their church and, if that did not succeed, to leave the 
unreformable, corrupt national churches, they refused to obey God's command and 
now sought a substitute for the missing truly Christian church community in a 
dreamed-up ideal kingdom of the future. Thus Kahnis quite aptly calls the chiliasm 
that was emerging in his day a "vapor of vaporized reality." And how? To such a 
thoroughly morbid appearance and direction, born of the flesh and disturbing and 
hindering the true spiritual life, should we grant house-right in the Lutheran Church? 
G. St. 
(Conclusion follows.) 
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The Scriptural Evidence for the Lutheran Doctrine of Holy 
Communion. 


(Continued.) 

Besides the fourfold account of the institution of the Lord's Supper, which we 
have only looked at so far, there is one more passage in Scripture that deals with this 
sacrament and speaks of the essence of the Lord's Supper. This is 1 Cor. 10:15-17, 
which reads: "As | speak with the wise, judge ye what | say. The blessed cup which 
we bless, is it not the communion of the blood of Christ? The bread which we break, 
is it not the fellowship of the body of Christ? For it is One Bread, so we many are One 
Body, because we are all partakers of One Bread." Luther once wrote of this 
passage, "The saying has also been the living remedy of my heart in the temptation 
over this sacrament. And if we had no more sayings than this, we could yet 
strengthen all consciences sufficiently with it, and strike all adversaries mightily 
enough." (XX, 233.) And in another place, "This text | have praised and still praise as 
my heart's joy and crown." (XX, 1082.) Before, however, we proceed to consider 
these words themselves more closely, it will be necessary for us to visualize the 
whole context in which they stand. Only in this way will the passage become clear to 
us. 

We find these words in a long discussion of Paul that runs through the whole 
8th, 9th and 10th chapter of the first letter to the Corinthians. The church of Corinth 
had asked the apostle how the eating of meat sacrificed to idols and the participation 
in the sacrificial meals of the Gentiles should be treated, if Christians were allowed 
to eat the former and participate in the latter. Many of the Christians there, convinced 
that an idol was nothing in the world, ate quite calmly, with a good conscience, the 
flesh which came from sacrifices to idols, bought it in the market, and enjoyed it at 
the banquets of the heathen, to which they might have been invited. Yes, some seem 
to have taken part in the sacrificial meals of the pagans themselves. Others still made 
a conscience of all this, fearing to be entangled in idolatry itself by such things. They 
abstained from all these things, and were vexed and misled in their faith by the free 
conduct of others. Their consciences were confounded. The apostle, in his answer, 
first deals with the eating of meat sacrificed to idols, the food of the sacrifice to idols 


(Bewois tov sidwioitov, 
Cap. 8, 4.). The apostle proves that it is indeed within Christian liberty to eat all kinds 
of meat, even that which comes from sacrificial animals. 
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stems from. But on the other hand, he also admonishes Christians who have such 
knowledge and insight to take care with all seriousness that this freedom of theirs 
does not cause offense to the weak, who do not yet have such insight and who 
consider the flesh a sacrifice to idols. They should take care that they do not confuse 
the consciences of the weak by the careless use of their Christian liberty. "If the meat 
offend my brother, | would never eat meat, lest | should offend my brother." (Cap. 8.) 
The apostle then points to his own example, and shows the Corinthians, that he also, 
in his office, as an apostle of JESUS CHRIST, refrained from doing some things, 
which were within his Christian liberty to do, that he might not be an obstacle to the 
gospel of CHRIST. (Cap. 9, 1-23.) In the next passage the apostle reminds the 
Christians of their serious Christian profession, exhorts them, like competitors, to 
contend and run in such a way that they may attain the crown of eternal life, and 
therefore to refrain from all things, even if they were permitted, which would hinder 
them from attaining the goal. Not only should they use their Christian liberty in such 
a way that they do not give offence to their neighbor, but also in such a way that they 
do not thereby endanger their own happiness. (Cap. 9, 23-27.) And now the apostle 
directs his speech to the question how it should be with the participation in the 
sacrificial meals of the Gentiles themselves. In order to prepare the way for this, he 
admonishes the Christians not to become carnally secure. "Let him that thinketh he 
standeth take heed lest he fall." (Cap. 10:12.) Let them not think that they cannot fall 
away. He points out to them the serious examples of warfare which the people of 
Israel presented to us as they passed through the wilderness. How great grace God 
has shown to the people, and yet so many of the Jews have fallen into idolatry and 
other sins. Only a few have reached the promised land. (Cap. 10, 1-13.) And now 
the apostle shows (Cap. 10, 14-22.) that Christians could not in good conscience 
partake of the sacrificial meals of the Gentiles. They would defile themselves with 
idolatry, and enter into the fellowship of idols. "Flee from idolatry," he begins. He 
points out to them that they could not partake of these meals, which the heathen held 
in honor of their gods, as of mere meals and social gatherings, but that by partaking 
of these meals they would enter into the fellowship of idols. Nor is the objection valid, 
that an idol, and therefore also the sacrifice to idols, is nothing. For what the heathen 
sacrifice, they sacrifice to devils, not to God. Thus Christians, by partaking of 
sacrificial meals, would enter into communion with devils. And in this connection, to 
make the matter still clearer and more emphatic to the Corinthians, Paul comes to 
speak of the Lord's Supper. There the Christians also eat and drink, drink the cup of 
blessing and eat the sacrificed food. 


500 Scriptural evidence for the Lutheran doctrine of Holy Communion. 


They partake of the body and blood of Christ, and thus enter into close and intimate 
communion with Christ and with one another. This fact, that they partake of the 
Lord's Supper, puts them into communion with Christ's body and blood. It is the same 
with the sacrificial meals. The fact that they partake of them, whether they think the 
idol is something or nothing, puts them into the fellowship of idols, or rather of devils. 
And now one cannot drink the cup of the Lord and the cup of the devil at the same 
time; now one cannot be partaker of the Lord's table and the devil's table at the same 
time. Burger, therefore, in interpreting this passage, rightly says: "The apostle 
evidently combats in what follows a supposedly liberal view, which proceeded from 
the thought that the partaking of heathen sacrificial meals was only defiling to him 
who ate them as a sacrifice, so that the defiling did not lie in any way in the thing 
itself which he did, but only in the view he had of it, according to which it was 
therefore harmless to partake with the heathen of their idolatrous meals, if one only 
kept himself free from the idea that he was thereby doing something relating to 
idolatry and sacrifice to idols. This opinion, which separates all participation in 
idolatrous fellowship from the act itself, by which this fellowship took place, and 
merely transfers it to the imagination of the person participating, is opposed by the 
apostle by referring to the fellowship effected by the holy supper, v. 16, 17, or which 
had already taken place in Israel among sacrificers, v. 18, in order to show that this 
fellowship had already taken place in Israel. 18. in order to show that, 
correspondingly, the eating of things sacrificed to idols also brings one into a 
fellowship which is not fitting for a Christian, vv. 19-22. that therefore not only the 
idea which one has of the action here discussed, but the action itself is to be taken 
into consideration, when it is a question whether a Christian may engage in it." ("The 
First Epistle of Paul to the Corinthians," p. 139.) 

"As with the wise | speak, judge ye what | say." The apostle addresses the 
Corinthians as wise, understanding people, as those who are able to judge and judge 
well about what he wants to present to them. Something known, something which 
they all readily admit, he wants to set before them. If they only remember it, they 
must judge for themselves that it is incompatible with their Christianity to partake of 
the idolatrous sacrifices of the heathen. "The blessed cup which we bless, is it not 
the communion of the blood of Christ? The bread which we break, is it not the 
communion of the body of Christ?" That the apostle is speaking in these words of 
the Lord's Supper, there can be no doubt about it; every one can see it at first sight; 
nor, | suppose, has it ever been doubted. The Apostle first says, "the blessed cup," 


or more exactly, "the blessed cup," for 15 aotypiov to evdoyiag is probably, 
corresponding to the tdv dptov, yapev, which follows immediately, not as a 
nominative, 
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but as an accusative. This accusative is explained as an attraction to the following 
relative pronoun. We find such an attraction also elsewhere in Scripture, e.g. Matth. 


21, 42. The apostle calls the cup in the Lord's Supper the "cup of blessing" (zotjpiov 


mc Evdoyiac), The genitive tI\¢ evdoyiac is probably not to be taken here as the genitive 
of the object - the cup, which brings blessing, salvation, which, however, would also 
give a good sense - but as the genitive of the subject, the cup which is blessed, on 
which the blessing rests. The cup, the wine in the holy supper is blessed, upon it 
rests the blessing, the blessing of Christ. The apostle does not think by this ti¢ 


evdoyiac of our blessing, of the consecration, but of the blessing which Christ 
pronounced upon the earthly elements. Christ pronounced his blessing upon bread 
and wine, set them apart and sanctified them for all time by his word in this holy act, 
to be bearers of his body and blood. By virtue of this blessing, by virtue of the 
almighty words spoken by Christ at the first celebration of Holy Communion: "This 
is my body, this is my blood," the blessed cup is now the communion of the blood, 
and the blessed bread the communion of the body of Christ, wherever this 
Communion is celebrated according to the institution. It is not our blessing, our 
saying of the words of the Lord's Supper, that does it, but Christ's word, the blessing 
he has placed on the wine and the bread. 

The apostle continues, x svAoyoupey, "whom we bless." He says of the cup that 
we also bless it. The subject which lies in this "we" is the Christian congregation. 
When the Christian congregation celebrates the Lord's Supper at their Saviour's 
command, they also in turn bless the cup of blessing, the cup blessed by the Lord. 
She repeats Christ's words of blessing, the words He spoke at His institution, and 
so God's word is with and among the earthly elements. On these words of Paul 
especially rests our ecclesiastical Consecration. 

The apostle also expressly mentions the other element, "the bread which we 
break" (tdv dptov, dv yA@uev). The Apostle does not add it particularly, but it is to be 
added from what has gone before, that this bread is the blessed bread blessed by 
Christ, t6v aptov tic evdoyiac. Of the bread he says that we break it, that we divide it. 
We have here again a clear testimony against Papist Transubstantiation. In the 
Sacrament we not only distribute the body of Christ, but according to the clear 
wording of the Apostle, the bread. The papists, on the other hand, according to their 
doctrine, can only speak of the body of Christ being distributed in the Sacrament. 
Whoever sticks to the plain wording of Scripture is protected against this false 
doctrine of the papacy. 

But the fact that Paul here expressly mentions the blessing of the cup and the 
breaking, the sharing of the bread, is doubtless done in order to draw our attention 
to the fact that it is here the action of blessing that is important. 
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It is important that the bread and wine be put to use. Then the bread and wine are 
bearers of the body and blood of Christ when we put them to use, when we do with 
them what Christ himself did. When we take the cup, bless it, and distribute it, and 
drink of the wine, then this cup, or the wine in the cup, is the communion of the blood 
of Christ. When we take the bread, bless it, break it, take it, and eat it, that bread is 
the communion of the body of Christ. The eating and drinking of the bread and wine 
in the Lord's Supper is also the eating and drinking of the body and blood of Christ. 
In the same act we eat and drink bread and wine and the body and blood of Christ 
with the mouth of our body. In clear words, the papist doctrine of the worship of the 
sacrament, the worship of the consecrated host, is here rejected. It is not the Lord 
Christ, not Christ's body that the papists worship when they offer their homage to the 
host, but a piece of bread. 


Of the blessed cup which we bless, the apostle goes on to say, ovxi yolvwvia 
Tov aiiatoc tov Xpioton ioti; and of the broken bread : 


ovyl YoWavia Tov G@patos tov Xpiaton iotiv; The interrogative form which 
the Apo. 
stel shows us that he presupposes what he says as a truth well known to all the 


Corinthians, which no one doubted, which they all accepted by faith, which he did 
not have to prove to them, but from which he could easily draw conclusions and 
inferences for their participation in the sacrificial meals of the pagan idols. This was 
well known to all the Corinthians and the apostle only had to remind them: "The cup 
of blessing that we bless is the communion of the blood of Christ; the bread that we 
break in the Lord's Supper is the communion of the body of Christ. 


Now what does this mean: the blessed cup is the yowwvia. tod aipatoc, and the 
broken bread is the yowovia tov c@pyatos tov Xpiotov? The word xotvwvia, which 


Luther translates by communion, means once communio, fellowship, connection. In 
this signification the word is used several times in the New Testament especially by 
Paul, e. g. 2 Cor. 6, 14. tig dé yorvwvia yati mpo¢ ax0to¢ ; "What fellowship hath light 
with darkness?" In the first chapter of his Epistle to the Philippians, Paul thanks God 
imi T YOWOVIA YUCY EI¢ Td EvayyiNoV, 

"over your fellowship in the gospel" (Phil. 1, 5.). Further, the apostle testifies that 
there in Jerusalem Jacobus, Cephas, and John had given him and Barnabas the 
right hand of fellowship (koivwviac) (Gal. 2, 9.). This meaning would also make quite 
good sense in our place. Strdbel, for instance, has put it thus. He thus explains this 
passage, "The broken bread, the blessed cup, is that which has communion with 
Christ's body and blood, or with which Christ's body and blood are in communion and 
connection." ("Zeitschr. f. d. ges. luth. Theologie u. Kirche" III, 
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1842. 3rd Quarterly, p. 114.) Korvwvia, however, is also called communicatio, 
participatio, Theilhaftmachung, Mittheilung. This meaning is probably the original 
one, since Kolwva@via comes from yolow, fo make common, to communicate 
something to someone. So it is used Heb. 13, 16: m¢ de Edmol- tag yal KoIveviag LN 
imdavSaveo>s. 2 Cor. 8, 4.: THY KOIV@VIAY THC OlaKOVIAS TNC E1¢ TOG Gyl0vG, This meaning 
is probably the more appropriate here. The blessed cup, when in use, is the 
impartation of the blood of Christ; the bread, when broken and eaten, is the 
impartation of the body of Christ. With the blessed bread and wine, when it is eaten, 
when it is drunk, the body and blood of the Lord are communicated to us. All who 
partake of Holy Communion become partakers of the body and blood of Christ in the 
celebration of this sacrament by partaking of the blessed bread and wine, and thus 
enter into close and intimate communion with Christ, their Savior. 

This is also how our fathers often understood this passage. This is what Luther 
means when he interprets the passage in his writing Against the Heavenly Prophets 
as follows: "The broken bread, or bread divided into pieces, is the fellowship of the 
body of Christ; it is, it is, it is (ne says) the fellowship of the body of Christ. But what 
is the fellowship of the body of Christ? It may be nothing else, but that they which 
take the broken bread, every man his part, take in the same the body of Christ. That 
this fellowship be so much as to be partakers, that each one receive the common 
body of Christ with another, as he saith there 1 Cor. 10:17, 'We are all one body, 
being partakers of one bread." (XX, 237.) In the Great Confession he says: "For he 
not only saith, 'This is Christ's body,' as it is in the Lord's Supper, but calleth the 
bread that is broken, saying, -The bread is Christ's body;' yea, 'the bread which we 
break,’ is not Christ's body only, but Christ's body divided." (XX, 1082.) Thus the 
Concordia Formula writes: "So also this repetition, confirmation, and explanation of 
Christ's word, which St. Paul does in 1 Cor. 10, is to be regarded with all diligence 
and earnestness as a peculiar bright testimony of the true, essential presence and 
dispensation of Christ's body and blood in the Lord's Supper, since he thus writes: 
‘The blessed cup which we bless, is it not the communion of Christ's blood?’ The 
bread which we break, is it not the communion of the body of Christ?' From this we 
clearly learn that not only the cup which Christ blessed in the first supper, and not 
only the bread which Christ broke and distributed, but also that which we break and 
bless, is the communion of the body and blood of Christ, so that all who eat this 
bread and drink from the cup truly receive and are made partakers of the true body 
and blood of Christ. For where the body of Christ is not truly and substantially, but 
only according to its power and effect in relation to- 
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If the body of Christ were to be made and enjoyed, the bread would not be called 
the fellowship of the body, but of the Spirit, power, and good deeds of Christ, as the 
Apologia argues and concludes. And if Paul alone spoke of the spiritual fellowship 
of the body of Christ through faith, as the Sacramentans invert this saying, he would 
not say that the bread, but the Spirit or faith, was the fellowship of the body of Christ. 
Now he says that the bread is the communion of the body of Christ, that all who 
partake of the blessed bread become also partakers of the body of Christ: so he 
must speak not of spiritual, but sacramentirical or oral partaking of the body of Christ, 
which is common to pious and godless Christians." (Muller, p. 658 f.) Calov and 
Chemnitz explain koivwwvia by communicatio and participatio. The more recent 
exegetes also agree in many instances. Thus in Meyer's Commentary the passage 
is thus interpreted, "The cup, that is, the contents of which, inasmuch as it is blessed, 
presented, and drunk, is the means of this participatio, which effects the communion; 
it is accomplished in its enjoyment." Hofmann also has the same thing in view, when 
he says: "The apostle must have in mind an eating of bread and a drinking of wine, 
which as such, and as it can be done in an eating and drinking, and as a matter of 
the moment of this eating and drinking, therefore by means of this bodily process, 
and without it being possible merely to eat bread and drink wine, makes one partaker 
of the body and blood of Christ." 

Upon these bright and clear words of the Apostle rests chiefly the doctrine of 
our Church of the unio sacramentalis. We teach that in Holy Communion the bread 
and Christ's body, the wine and Christ's blood, are united to one another by virtue 
of Christ's words, so that where the bread and wine are, the body and blood of the 
Lord are also essentially present, not enclosed in the bread and wine, or otherwise 
in a natural, but in a supernatural, miraculous way, so that when we eat and drink 
bread and wine in the Lord's Supper, we are thereby communicated that we are at 
the same time eating and drinking Christ's true body and his true, natural blood. We 
cannot describe in detail how this union takes place; God has not revealed it to us 
in His Word. Therefore we simply call it unio sacramentalis. By this addition our Church 
does not wish to explain this union in more detail, or to state how it is constituted, 
but only this, that it is a union which takes place only in this Sacrament, but which 
we cannot explain in more detail. 

But the apostle continues, v. 17: "For there is one bread, and we many are one 
body, inasmuch as we are all partakers of one bread." These words mean nothing 
but this: Because it is One Bread, namely, which we Christians eat in the Lord's 
Supper, we the many, that is, the great number, the whole multitude of those who 
eat this One Bread, are One Body. So the apostle says here that all those who eat 
the Lord's Supper are one body. 
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who eat the One Bread together, though they are many, many individuals, yet are 
One Body, because they eat One Bread. All who go with one another to the table of 
the Lord are One Body. What does the apostle understand by this owya? There has 
been no lack of interpreters who here also take owua in its proper, natural meaning, 
and understand the body of Christ by it. Thus, for example, Strdbel (loc. cit., p. 115) 
writes: "By the b cpa is not to be understood the spiritual body of Christ, the church, 
but, as v. 16. the proper, natural body, which is received in the Lord's Supper. On 
this the collocation leads with Why, however, does the apostle say, c@pa of zodoi 
éouev? The 

Reformirten answer: Because the faithful (so they here conceive the xx 770)A0/) enter 
into a spiritual communion with the Saviour; we, on the contrary, answer: Because 
all who eat of the broken bread are united sacramentally with Christ's body." This 
interpretation cannot be sustained. The words, "so we are many One Body," cannot 
mean that we are sacramentally united to the Body of Christ. It cannot be said of the 
communicants that they are Christ's body. Nor would the Apostle then have written, 
b oa@ua, but, 6 compa, the body just spoken of, the body of Christ. The word here is 
no doubt to be understood figuratively. One has thought of the spiritual body of 
Christ, of which Scripture also speaks, of the holy Christian Church. The many who 
eat one loaf are one body, the spiritual body of the Lord, his congregation, his 
church. But even this meaning does not fit into the context. For then "i z0AAoi would 
have to be the believers alone. But this the apostle does not imply by any word, but 
on the contrary he adds: ol yap mavrec éy tov évdc aptov [EtéxouEv. 

"For we are all partakers of one bread." The many of whom the apostle speaks are 
therefore all who partake of the holy supper; they all form one body. The word o@pd 
stands here in a very general sense, about like organism. The apostle means to say: 
All those who partake of the Lord's Supper, though they are many, form One Body, 
One Organism. Precisely because they all eat this One Bread and thereby all 
become partakers of the same Body of Christ, they also enter into the closest and 
most intimate union with one another, just as the individual members are most 
closely united among themselves and form One Body. Luther also understood these 
words in this way. He writes: "We know that St. Paul does not say here, 'We many 
are One Body of Christ,’ but badly: "We many are one body," that is, one group, one 
congregation; just as every city is a distinct body and body from another city. From 
this it does not follow that all the members of this body are holy, spiritual members, 
and thus alone have spiritual fellowship, but it is a physical body and multitude, in 
which are both holy and unholy, who are all partakers of the same bread." (XX, 
1089.) 
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From the Lord's Supper the Corinthians should draw the conclusion to the 
sacrificial meals of the Gentiles. He who partakes of the Lord's Supper of the 
Christians receives Christ's body and blood and thus enters into the closest 
communion with him and also with the Christians, becomes one body with them, 
forms one union with them. So it is with you when you partake of the sacrificial meals 
of the Gentiles. Whoever partakes of them enters into the fellowship of idols and 
participates in them. The idols are nothing, but what the nations sacrifice, they 
sacrifice to the devils. "Now | would not that ye should be in the fellowship of devils," 
says the apostle, v. 20. As he that eateth and drinketh bread and wine in the Lord's 
supper, hath part in Christ's body and blood, and so hath part in the Lord Himself, so 
they that eat the sacrificial meals with them, celebrate them with them, just by this, 
by such eating, though they regard idols as vain things, enter into the fellowship of 
devils, have part in their sacrifices and idolatrous services. And "ye cannot" (not the 
physical impossibility the apostle here intends to express, but the moral) "rightly, with 
a good conscience, drink at the same time the cup of the Lord and the cup of devils; 
ye cannot be partakers at the same time of the Lord's table and the devils’ table." V. 
21. 

If we understand and accept this passage as the words stand and read, the 
apostle tells us clearly that all those who partake of the holy supper become 
partakers of the body and blood of Christ by partaking of the blessed bread and wine, 
and enter into communion with him, whether believers or unbelievers, and that all of 
these are also one body, one body, in close union with one another. The Reformers 
have always sought to invalidate this clear, bright testimony, and have tried many 
arts in doing so, similar to the words of institution. Some have taken the little word 
"is" to mean "signifies". Others have interpreted the word kolvwvia to mean spiritual 
communion, which is mediated by faith. Still others have wanted to take the words 
owya and a\ya metaphorically, the body as Christ's spiritual body, as the church, 
blood for Christ's bloody suffering and death, and the fruit acquired for us thereby, 
forgiveness of sins, life, and blessedness. It is not necessary to go into these 
interpretations in detail. They all fail miserably because of the clear wording and the 
context. The apostle does not say what they have him say; indeed, he could not say 
it in this context. If his words were to be understood as the Reformed say, they would 
no longer fit into the context. The apostle's point is precisely to show that through the 
oral partaking of the bread and wine one becomes a partaker of the body and blood 
of Christ, whether one believes this or not, that the bodily eating and drinking of the 
bread and wine is the communion of the body and blood of Christ. The Corinthian 
Christians, to whom the apostle gives this to consider, did not believe that 
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They no longer believed in idols; they knew that an idol was nothing, a nonentity. For 
this very reason, they thought, they could safely partake of the sacrificial meals of 
the Gentiles. Nay, says the apostle, though ye know and believe this, yet by 
partaking of this idolatry ye enter into the communion of idols, or of devils, even as 
at the supper, by partaking of the bread and wine, ye have communion with Christ's 
body and blood, even if ye were unbelievers. 

These passages are the sedes doctrinae for the doctrine of the Lord's Supper. 
There are also references to 1 Cor. 12, 13 ("and are all made drinkers of one Spirit"), 
1 Joh. 5, 6 ("three who bear witness on the earth" etc.) and Hebr. 10, 29 ("he who 
hates the blood of the testament unclean, by which he is sanctified"). But it is very 
doubtful whether the Lord's Supper is really alluded to in these passages. Joh. 6, 
which is often used by the reformers to support their false doctrine, does not deal 
with the Lord's Supper. 

So it is certain that our church teaches nothing else about the nature of the 
Lord's Supper than what Scripture says about it. She does not first make up a 
doctrine of the Lord's Supper, as the Reformers do, a doctrine that suits her reason, 
and then twists and interprets the statements of Scripture until they say more or less 
what they ought to say. Nor does she take the statements of Scripture and work 
them out with her reason and make all kinds of speculations about them herself, but 
she simply says and confesses what Scripture says about them. It repeats the 
statements of Scripture. We know that what we believe, teach, and confess of the 
Lord's Supper does not rhyme with our reason, that we cannot fathom this mystery; 
but we leave all this to the Almighty Lord, who has instituted this sacrament for us, 
and believe simply that it is as the Lord has said. G. M. 

(Conclusion follows.) 
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(Conclusion.) 
II. 
Consideration of some of the main objections to the Mosaic version 
of the Pentateuch. 


6. 
One of the reasons given against the Mosaic version of the Pentateuch is that 


many things are said about Moses in the five books that he himself could not have 
written. Let us listen to Strack, who has compiled everything that belongs here and 
has formulated it thus: "If one compiles what is said in the Pentateuch about Moses, 
we can see that it is not true. 
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Moses and his family is said, one misses some things that one would expect if Moses 
were the author, and finds other things not as they should be in the case just 
mentioned. The form of the name XXX is not purely Egyptian, but Hebraized. Ex. 2, 
10. We do not learn the name of the princess whom Moses saved and brought up, 
nor what was the name of the Pharaoh of the oppression, or that of the exodus; but 
the father-in-law of Moses is twice called Reguel, (Num. 10, 29. and Ex. 2, 18.), four 
times Jethro, (Ex. 3, 1. and 18, 1.), or Jether, 

XXX (Ex. 4, 18.), mentioned. It is not likely that Moses concluded his and his 
brother's genealogy with the words now found in Ex. 6, 26. 27. Quite strange is the 
mention of a Cushite wife of Moses in Num. 12, 1. and that the death of Zipporah is 
not mentioned at all. The messages about Zipporah and her sons, Ex. 2, 21. 22. 4, 
20. 24-26. and 18, 1. ff., give the impression that they do not come from the husband 
and father in the present form. The praise Num. 12, 3: "The man Moses was very 
gentle, more than all other men on earth" could not have been written by Moses 
himself. Those who remember that the Saviour said of himself: | would like to ask 
those who remember that the Saviour said of himself, 'l am meek and lowly in heart,' 
Matt. 11:29, whether Moses could also have said of himself: 'Who among you can 
accuse me of sin?" 1) 

It would again be going too far if we wanted to look at every single point in this 
elaboration in detail, in which Strack operates with such subjective expressions as 


"it is not probable", "make the impression decidedly** and with the always very 


suspicious argumentum e silentio. We will take only the first and the last objection for 
a more detailed discussion. Ex. 2, 10. we read: "And when the child was grown, she 
brought him to Pharaoh's daughter, and he became her son; and she called his name 
Moses (XXX), for she said: | drew him out of the water (XXXXXxX)." Then it has been 
objected that the name XXX, because given from an "Egypt," must surely be 
Egyptian, and therefore could not be derived from XXX, "draw out. But the one does 
not exclude the other. The name is really of Egyptian origin, as older and newer 
researchers assume. 2) The Greek form of the name in the Septuagint (Maiorc) 
already leads to this, to which Josephus remarks: "Hereupon she put this name on 
him according to the events as one who fell into the river. For the water the Egyptians 
call ya>, but va7y¢ those who are saved out of the water." 3) This derivation, as 
Gesenius-Buhl also be- 


1) "Introduction to the Old Testament." Fourth edition, p. 26 f. 
2) Cf. Gesenius-Buhl, "Hebraisches und aramaisches Handworterbuch". Thirteenth 
edition, p. 489. 


3) Antiquitates judaicae IL, 9, 6.: Kgr' atte tv éxixdnaw tavtny Kata 6 ovupeBynKdc é0eta, 
el¢ Tov motapov éumEoovu. TO yap vdw@p eo Alybati01 KahovolV, vorc O€ Tovg E& Kdato¢ 
owbévrac. 
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is quite clearly confirmed by the Coptic language descending from Old Egyptian, in 
which the name Moses appears to be composed of the Coptic words for "water" and 
"saved". The Egyptian form of the name is then hebraized in our passage in the form 
XXX, and through the derivation from the Hebrew root word XXX the corresponding 
Hebrew interpretation is given to it. 

Strack puts even more weight on the last mentioned passage, Num. 12, 3., and 
he agrees with Steuernagel, who cites as a reason "that the Pentateuch cannot be 
a work of Moses in its entirety" also this, "that statements are made about Moses, 
as he can hardly have made them about himself; so there are above all praising 
judgments, which are highly questionable as self-praise, cf. Ex. 11, 3. Num. 12, 3." 
1) But even this passage is not resounding. To be sure, the words cannot be 
translated with Luther, Calov, and others: "Moses was a very afflicted man above all 
men upon the earth." The Hebrew word CCC has the meaning "meek, humble," as 
therefore the Septuagint has already rendered it pat, the Vulgate mitissimus. But 
this supposed self-praise of Moses in these words is not, as one would like to present 
the matter, an expression of vain self-reflection, not a vain boasting of one's own 
gifts and advantages, which one thinks to have ahead of others, but it is a statement 
about his character, which is very important and necessary for the correct 
understanding of the context and is kept quite objective. Moses had not given this 
character to himself, but had gained it through God's grace, and he now writes these 
words in the Holy Spirit in honor of Him to whom all honor is due. Let us only briefly 
visualize the state of affairs. Miriam and Aaron, Moses' own brethren, envied him, 
and wished to dispute with him the pre-eminence of his special calling and exclusive 
position, saying, "Speaketh the LORD then by Moses alone? speaketh he not also 
by us?" Num. 12:1. f. "And the LORD heard it," is immediately added, to indicate the 
judicial intervention of God hereafter related. But Moses, too, had at any rate heard 
their blasphemous speeches; but he did not interfere, did not defend himself, did not 
avenge himself, did not even call upon God for vengeance, for he was "very meek, 
more than all men that are on the face of the earth," v. 3. Keil aptly explains, "In 
meekness no one on earth equaled Moses, because no one was exalted by God as 
high as he. The higher the position that a man occupies over his fellow man, the 
more difficult it is for the natural heart to meekly accept attacks against his person, 
especially against his official position and honor. This remark about the character of 
Moses 


1) General introduction to the Hexateuch in Nowack's "Handkommentar zum Alten 
Testament", p. 253. 
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serves to illustrate the position of the attacked and indicates the reason why Moses 
not only abstained from any self-defense, but also did not cry out to God for revenge 
because of the injustice done to him. Because he was the most gentle of all men, 
he could calmly leave this attack on his person to the all-knowing, just judge who 
had called him to his office and made him capable." 1) And this righteous judge 
immediately intervened, summoned before him the enviers of his faithful servant, by 
a solemn pronouncement exalted Moses above all the prophets in respect to his 
standing with God and with all his people, and punished the instigator of the 
rebellion, Miriam, with terrible leprosy. In his meekness Moses then interceded for 
her, which the Lord also heard, but not without deep humiliation of Miriam, v. 4. ff. - 
How far Moses was from vain self-glory and foolish self-praise is also evident from 
the fact that in various passages of the Pentateuch he reports his own shortcomings 
and sins with the greatest openness, e.g. his killing of the Egyptian, Ex. 2, 11 ff. 4, 
13. ff., his omission to circumcise his son, Ex. 4, 24. ff., his unbelief at the 
Haderwasser, Num. 20, 12. ff. etc. 

Finally, one also repeatedly asserts against Moses as author of the Pentateuch 
the consistent use of the third, instead of the first person; never does the writer, who, 
according to the conventional view, describes his own life and work, speak of himself 
as "I", but always says only "Moses". This is an argument that the otherwise quite 
liberal Arminian Clericus (¢ 1736) has long since disproved, 2) but which is also 
repeatedly brought up by more recent critics. Cornill says: "Neither by superscription 
nor by introduction nor in any other way does this (the Pentateuch) itself claim to be 
written by Moses; it tells of Moses throughout in the third person," 3) etc., and 
Steuernagel remarks: "That the Pentateuch cannot in its entire extent be a work of 
Moses results from the following observations: Moses is always spoken of in the 
third person (apart, of course, from the passages where he is introduced speaking). 
This finds its most natural explanation in the fact that another narrates about him." 
4) But against this objection it is still to be asserted today, as in former times. 


1) "Biblical Commentary on Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy." Second edition, p. 
248. 
2) Verum dudum confutati sunt, exemplo Xenophontis, Caesaris, Joseph! (?) 


aliorumque praestantissimorum historicorum, qui, ipsi de se lo- quentes, tertia persona 


perpetuo utuntur. Citirt bei Hengstenberg, "Die Authentie des Pentateuchs". II. 167. 


3) "Introduction to the Old Testament." Second edition, p. 16 f. 
4) "General Introduction," etc. S. 253. 
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In the interest of the objectivity of historiography, some historians hold to the same 
mode as Moses; Caesar in his "Gallic War" and Xenophon in his "Anabasis" also 
speak of themselves consistently in the third person, as many readers of this journal 
will remember from their grammar school days; from the literature of the later Orient, 
reference can be made to Barhebraeus (t 1286), who uses the third person 
throughout his self-biography, and from more recent times to Frederick the Great. 
These analogies in other literary works are, of course, not unknown to the critics, but 
they seek to evade the argument drawn from them in a quite miserable manner. 
Steuernagel, after the words just quoted, says: "On the other hand, do not refer to 
Lenophon's 'Anabasis,' Caesar's 'Bellum Gallicum,' where the author, after all, soeaks 
of himself in the third person; for in the domain of Hebrew literature not a single sure 
example of this kind of narrative can be proved." 1) We only ask: Could not the 
Pentateuch be this single example, just as the "Anabasis" and the "Gallic War" are, 
it seems, the only examples in Greek and Roman literature? And are there not 
enough examples known from the Old Testament in which the authors write whole 
chapters and series of chapters about themselves in the third person, when in other 
chapters and series of chapters they also speak in the first person? We only 
remember Hos. 1 and Dan. 1-6; but the same can be proved in Isaiah, Jeremiah, 
Ezra and Nehemiah. - 

With this we want to conclude the refutation of the objections raised against the 
Mosaic version of the Pentateuch, so as not to tire the patience of our readers too 
much with this series of articles, which has gone far beyond the conference work 
originally intended for printing. Admittedly, many objections are still being raised, as 
can be seen in part from the statements of recent theologians that we have cited. 
But we have always examined and discussed some examples from the arguments 
of the critics, which are divided into different classes. And also the argument with 
which the whole latest school of critics, which calls itself after Wellhausen's name, 
stands or falls: that in the times after Moses up to David and Solomon, yes, up to the 
prophetic and exilic times, no traces of the existence of the Mosaic law, especially of 
the Levitical cult laws, are found, an argument in which all historical books from 
Joshua up to the books of Chronicles are suspected, from the non-mentioning it is 
immediately concluded that it does not exist, and no critical coup de grace is refrained 
from; this argument, too, we have already considered, partly in the historical survey 
of the course of the 


1) "General Introduction" etc. S. 253. 
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The first part of the discussion is about the history of the Pentateuch, the second part 
about the compilation of the scriptural statements about the author of the Pentateuch. 
1) A more detailed discussion of this objection, which is actually a matter of religious 
history, is a matter of its own. Before we end our work, however, a twofold point 
should be noted. 

In accordance with our theme, we have proceeded only apologetically in this 
last part. But it must also be emphasized and must not be overlooked that in a 
complete discussion of the Pentateuch question, one must also proceed thetically. 
That the Pentateuch is not a patchwork of all kinds of sources and documents and 
redactional additions is evident above all from the unified plan of the whole of the 
great Book of Five. The center of the Pentateuch is obviously the adoption of Israel 
as a covenant people, Exodus 19-24; all that precedes prepares for this fact; all that 
follows is the further unfolding of this fact; and it is now quite impossible to derive this 
planned work, whose unity becomes clearer and more distinct through every 
thorough investigation, from totally different documents. It is the work of One Author, 
and this One Author is Moses, the mediator of the Law and the greatest of all 
prophets, as we believe according to Scripture, but whose authorship is also 
confirmed by the most manifold relations to the conditions, customs, usages, and 
natural relations of Egypt. But even the discussion of these points would be a matter 
of its own. 2) 

But this Mosaic writing of the Pentateuch need not be imagined as if Moses 
had written the whole work in one go, only in his last moments of life, and with his 
own hand. There is no apparent reason why the time of the writing of the Pentateuch 
should not be extended to the whole time of the desert wanderings, so that the 
beginning of the work in Genesis and in the first part of Exodus would already fall 
into the time of the stay at Sinai and only the last part, Deuteronomy, into the time 
when Israel was in the regions of Moab, near the border of Canaan. This difference 
in time may explain some peculiarities in the language. And as we know that St. Paul 
did not write most of his letters with his own hand, but dictated them to one of his 
assistants, without the Pauline composition being doubtful, Rom. 16, 22. Gal. 6, 11. 
so Moses, who was overloaded with official duties, may have used the help of priests 
or elders and scribes for this much larger work, just as he also had helpers, Ex. 18, 
13. ff. 


1) "L. u. W." 49, 133 ff. 161 ff. 50, 110 ff. 
2) More details on the unity of the Pentateuch are given by Keil in his "Introduction" and 
in his commentary on the Pentateuch; interesting investigations on the latter point are found in 
Hengstenberg, "Die Bucher Moses und Egypten" and, admittedly from a quite different point of 
view, in Ebers, "Egypten und die Bucher Mosis". 
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Deut. 1, 15. 20, 5. ff, and especially Joshua is mentioned as his servant, Ex. 24, 13. 
33, 11. Deut. 3, 21. who is also once charged with writing the Song of Moses with 
Moses, Deut. 31, 19. 22. This may also explain some peculiarities in the language, 
for example, if one thinks of the whole complex of laws contained in Leviticus as 
having been written by the priests according to the instructions of Moses. And that 
Moses probably also included older records, especially in Genesis, from which some 
peculiarities may also be explained, we have already recognized earlier. 1) But in 
spite of all this, the writing of the entire Pentateuch by Moses remains unshakably 
firm, in spite of all the unbelieving critics of more recent times. To this we again 
confess with the fullest conviction. Yes, the Pentateuch will still be and remain, to 
speak with Luther, the speech of the Holy Spirit, done through Moses, when the 
whole of the more recent criticism of the Pentateuch will have fallen into oblivion. L. 
Fz 


Ecclesiastical contemporary history. 


|. America. 


Recognition of Lutheran parochial schools. The panel of judges (consisting of experts 
from the United States, Germany, France, Sweden, Belgium, etc.) at the St. Louis World's Fair 
awarded the Missouri Synod School Exposition the gold medal. The judges were unanimous in 
their opinion that this Lutheran school exposition deserved this award. - This fact has been justly 
reported by many German and English papers. It is the best refutation of the assertion which Dr. 
Haas made some years ago in the Lutheran against parochial schools: they are doomed to perish 
because they cannot accomplish anything thorough and equal to the state schools. 
Congregational schools, in which the teachers are men and conscientious Christians, and in 
which the pupils are governed and instructed with God's Word, can accomplish more than the 
religionless state schools. 

F.B. 

“The Lutheran Church,” writes v. Lenker of the General Synod, "has about 6 million more 
white members than all the other Protestant churches in the world put together. Of the 66 million 
Protestants on the mainland of Europe, 57 million are counted among the Lutheran Church; the 
remaining 9 million are distributed among the other Protestant churches. Thus the Protestant 
Europe of today is predominantly Lutheran in its culture. Then, of the 57 million Lutherans of 
Europe, 20 million are outside the German Empire, 10 million of whom are in Sweden, Norway, 
and Denmark. Thus the Lutheranism of Europe is by no means limited to Luther's fatherland. In 
Europe, North Asia and South America, the Lutheran Church is stronger than all the others. 


1) "L. u W.," June issue, p. 264. 
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Protestant churches together, while in North America and Australia the other churches have the 
preponderance. In the mission field, the Lutheran Church has the preponderance in Africa, while 
the other churches have the preponderance in South Asia. In the United States, our church has 
also won third place. Second, indeed, first place is actually due her, and she would already hold 
first place in the entire English-speaking world, if the children of the Germans and Scandinavians 
who have moved here since Luther's death had been preserved in congregations and parochial 
schools of her church." v. Lenker evidently suffers, like so many others in the General Synod and 
Concil, from big-man addiction. To the Lutherans he counts, for example, not only everything that 
has legs in Lutheran countries, but also the 20 million members of the Prussian Union. This, 
however, is not Lutheran, and is one proof among many that the true Lutheran Church is much 
smaller than the number of those who attach their name to it. Lutherans must not want to impress 
with large numbers, but with the great truths which they represent and which make them the true 
visible church even where they are a small, despised group. F. B. 


Of the doctrinal struggle between Ohio and Missouri, The Lutheran World of 6 October 
writes: "However, we do not think that the differences between Ohio and Missouri are serious 
enough to prevent Christian fellowship. They might, we maintain, differ and debate without 
excluding each other. Our reasons for this view are as follows: First, the distinctions between 
the two bodies relate to difficult and abstruse theological doctrines. Only the trained mind can 
distinguish these differences. To many of the laity the discussions would sound like Greek. 
Even the mind that has been trained in dogmatic thinking must sometimes give the closest 
heed to tell where the disputants differ. Now we submit whether doctrines that are so abstruse 
and difficult should be made the ground of mutual exclusion among Christians who heartily 


accept the same Bible, the same God and Savior, and the same confessions." - In the struggle 
between Ohio and Missouri we are dealing at bottom with nothing but the simple catechism truth: 
"| believe that | cannot of my own reason nor strength believe in or come to JESUS CHRIST my 
LORD, but the Holy Ghost hath called me through the gospel," etc. He who accepts this 
proposition as it reads, must reject the Ohioan doctrine of right conduct in conversion, and of the 
respect of faith in the election of grace. F. B. 

The "Church Newspaper" of Columbus reports about the teachers’ seminary of the Ohio 
Synod in Woodville: "For quite some time there has been a need in our teachers' seminary. 
This, instead of disappearing, has rather remained and grown. The simple fact is that the number 
of students in Woodville at the beginning of the new school year threatened to be so small that 
the question was asked: Should the classes be continued with so few students, or should they 
be suspended for the time being? It has now been decided to suspend instruction ‘for an indefinite 
time,’ that is, as far as we know, not to send the existing pupils home, but to place them for a 
time in the institution in Columbus; also not to extend the vacation time of the teachers in 
Woodville, but to utilize these forces in some other way. There will be very few among us who do 
not heartily deplore this state of things at Woodville. The institution there was built at considerable 
expense, and when it burned down some years ago, was rebuilt. Now it stands entirely empty, 
and so does the dwelling. 
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of the director, which belongs to the institution, because no one has yet accepted the post. 
Whatever else one may think about the causes of the present bad situation, one thing is certain, 
it is shameful for us that it has come to this. We all lament it!" According to this, the Ohio Synod 
also seems to approach the General Convention in its position on schools, which favors religious 
instruction and devotional exercises following the instruction in the state schools. At any rate, the 
fact that the Ohio Synod has had to close its teachers' seminary is no evidence of increasing 
interest in Christian schools. F. B. 

What the Buffalo Synod teaches concerning conversion is shown by the paper of 
Father J. N. Grabau, which was unanimously adopted by the Synod at its meeting this year. It is 
entitled, "According to Scripture and Confession, does the conduct of man come into 
consideration in conversion?" The answer - we quote from the "Theologische Zeitblatter" (p. 365) 
- is given in the following theses: "I. Conversion - that the sinner comes to repentance and faith 
- is such a work of God, which, according to the general will of God's grace, on the basis of the 
merit of Jesus Christ, through the divinely ordained means of the Word, is infallibly wrought by 
the Holy Spirit in all those who do not wilfully resist such work of the Holy Spirit. Il. As the 
perseverance in sin and unbelief of those who perish is not caused by divine predestination, but 
is solely due to their wilful resistance to the common grace offered them in the word, so the 
conversion of those who are saved is effected solely by virtue of the grace of God offered to all 
sinners by the word, and not by virtue of an exclusive choice made over them for conversion. (iii) 
Since the sinner, as he is not able to be converted by his own power, neither can nor will leave 
out of himself his natural resistance to God's gracious will, so also the non-resistance of those 
who are converted is a consequence of the converting grace and power of God. IV. We must 
speak, in the beginning, progress, and consummation of conversion, of a conduct responsive to 
God's will, not of the natural man and his will, but of the man apprehended by the calling of God, 
and his will influenced by the Holy Spirit. This conduct is in no way a cause of his conversion, but 
a necessary condition, without which conversion does not come to pass." On this the "Zeitblatter" 
remark: "In brief, then, the answer to the question contained in the subject is a yes, secured from 
all misunderstanding, and well founded." According to Scripture, man's conversion and 
blessedness do not lie in his own willing or running, but in God's mercy. Scripture knows nothing 
of a conversion which has as its necessary condition the right conduct of man. 

F.B. 

Ohio and Hermannsburg. The "A. E. L. K." writes (p. 1070): "At the end of August the 
Ohio Synod met, to whose negotiations Father Rébbelen had come from Hermannsburg, 
because the relationship of this Synod to the Hermannsburg Mission, which is financially 
supported from there, was to be negotiated. Some pastors wanted to break the connection with 
Hermannsburg because of the 'unionism' of this mission, which was found in its connection with 
the Hannéversche Landeskirche. They did not succeed, however, and the following resolutions 
were adopted: 1. to continue to support Hermannsburg; 2. not to undertake the establishment of 
a mission of their own before hand; 3. in order to arouse more interest in the heathen mission, to 
request Hermannsburg to transfer wards to the Ohio Synod in an area that would permit an 
expansion of the work, in order to possibly establish a mission of their own. 
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4. to leave the management of the mission in the hands of Hermannsburg; 5. to request the 
Mission Committee to send official reports once a year to the Ohio Synod for its inspection, e.g. 
on receipts and expenditures, on important measures and decisions of the authority, etc.; 6. to 
claim for the Ohio Synod the right of representation on the Mission Committee. In discussing 
what field of work would probably be most agreeable to the Ohio Synod, Southern India was 
pointed out." Hermannsburg is in unionistic connection with the Hanoverian Church. If Ohio now 
cultivates ecclesiastical fellowship with Hermannsburg, it makes itself complicit with 
Hermannsburg's unionism, quite apart from Hermannsburg's own false doctrinal position. 
Incidentally, this is not the only symptom of unionist sentiment within the Ohio Synod. 
F.B. 

lowa Synod and General Convention. The "E. L. G. B." of October 1, writes: "It has 
seemed of late years that the friendship between the lowa and General Conferences was quite 
intimate, and that full church fellowship might come about. Now, for the jubilee celebration of the 
lowa Synod, to which the General Convention was also to send a representative, the President 
of the lowa Synod, Father Deindérfer, has published a brief history of the lowa Synod, in which 
he declares that the present ecclesiastical fellowship can be maintained. 'As far, however, as 
the ecclesiastical union is concerned, things will still be as they were in 1885; we do not see that 
ecclesiastical action in the circles of the Conciliar has, on the whole, become a better and more 
objectionable one, and that serious action is taken against members who are guilty of 
objectionable action, which our Synod can never and will never approve of.' - How to reconcile 
with this the eulogies made by lowa representatives of the Conciliar in the assemblies is difficult 
to understand. According to the same, one had almost to think the Conciliar a model Lutheran 
church body." Prof. Prohl of the lowa Synod, at the last meeting of the General Council, declared 
this body to be the best repraesentatio nominis Lutherani in America. F.B. 

"Joint Conference between Pastors of the Swedish Augustana Synod and the lowa 
Synod. Such a one was held Sept. 22 at Luther Academy at Wahoo, Nebr. Twenty-five pastors 
were present. The purpose of the conference was to become better acquainted with each other 
and to seek greater unity. Four papers came up for discussion: 1. a paper on repentance based 
on Article XII of the Augustana by Rev. E. G. Chinlund, 2. a paper on dancing by Rev. J. E. 
Nondling, 3. a paper on lodge ministry by Rev. J. B. Reents, 4. a paper on preaching in non- 
Lutheran pulpits by Rev. H. Studier. The papers gave rise to lively debate, and a fundamental 
agreement on the points of doctrine and practice suggested was evident everywhere. All four 


papers are to be offered to the Augustana Journal for publication. It was decided to make this 
conference a standing institution and to meet again next year." To this report of the lowa 
"Kirchen-Blatt" of October 29 we add the following from the Augustana Journal of November 1: 


"One paper had been prepared and was laid before the Conference on a subject on which the 
practice of the two Synods disagreed, ‘Preaching in non-Lutheran Pulpits,' by the writer, the 
Augustana Synod having been known to practice this kind of church fellowship to some 
extent, the Iowa Synod rejecting it. This matter was quite strongly discussed, its importance 
was pointed out and the statement made that it was really the only point on which there was 


some disagreement. 
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tween the two Synods. The Swedish brethren confessed that the position held by the Iowa 
Synod in this question was correct, which was contradicted only by a few, or really by one of 
them. It was further stated by these that there was hardly any more preaching in other pulpits 
going on in their midst, and that only at conferences, the tendency in the Synod being not to 
preach in other pulpits; only exceptionally did a Swedish pastor preach in a sectarian pulpit, 
and then it was done with the understanding that he was preaching Lutheran doctrine and 
rejecting all false doctrine whatever and that he would not allow a minister of any other 
denomination to enter his pulpit. It was then declared by a resolution that the practice of the 
Swedish brethren in regard to pulpit fellowship was essentially the same as that represented 
in the paper, only one of them voting against. It is to be hoped that the inconsistent practice 
of preaching in other pulpits, being both against Scripture and the confessions, will soon be 


entirely abandoned by the brethren of the Augustana Synod." lowans can only successfully 
fight against Unionism if they first rid themselves of all indifferentism and Unionism. F. 
B. 

A Verdict on Harnack. In the "Lutheran Herald" of October 15, Dr. Pick writes about the 
lecture that v. Harnack gave at Union Seminary, New York, on the "Historical Jesus and 
Christology", among other things: "Harnack, who is only 53 years old, enjoys an international 
reputation. Many of his words have been translated into English. However, in theological circles 
he is regarded as the enfant terrible, but his lecture [at Union Seminary, New York] contained 
nothing destructive. He gave a résumé of what is a well-known fact in theological circles in 
Europe, and whoever is familiar with the course of theological development will have to say to 
himself: the old is not new, and the new is not old.... On my way out of the chapel an American 
doctor of theology, who also plays a role in ecclesiastical circles, asked me: ‘What do you think 
of Harnack?' 'He is all right," | said. ‘I thought you were sound,’ said our Biedermann. ‘I am 


sound," | said. So aman who understands no German, in spite of the bastardized German name, 
who on another occasion put Kaiser Wilhelm at the head of the Lutheran Church of Germany, 


cannot understand how I, whom he thought ‘sound in the faith,' could say, 'Harnack is all right.’ 


What I meant by my ‘all right’ the man did not understand, nor is it at all necessary. But it proves 
to us that many would act quite wisely if they would acquaint themselves a little more with 
German theology. Unfortunately, there is an innumerable crowd of so-called theologians who 


study only until their corpus is in the gown. They don't want to get out of the bosom of their 
traditional ideas, because what is above them is of the evil one. Since last year there has also 
been a practice in Union Seminary that one of the professors holds a special seminarium with a 
number of students, in which the listeners are introduced to German theological literature and 
read German works. So here is a purely American institution, and yet so much attention is paid 
to the German, a sign that for a proper pastor the knowledge of German literature, especially the 
theological, is necessary. America is a great country, but in scientific matters it is still dependent 


on the old fatherland. Twenty-five or thirty years ago one even spoke of the German infidels, to 


whom one had to owe all the mischief in the church. Since then the American plus-makers - to 
use Harnack's word - have multiplied, and every new appearance is met with 
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swallowed by a formal ravenous hunger. Theological questions will always arise anew. This is 
due to the nature of the matter. The Christ question is and always will be the world-shaking 
question. The more it is examined and researched, the better it is, and men like Harnack, even 
where one disagrees with them, can become a blessing. They open new avenues, encourage 
examination, and an evangelical Christian should examine everything. Great science is never 
frivolous. This impression was also received by everyone who heard Harnack. What he said was 
carried and penetrated by an earnestness that touched the listeners pleasantly; and many who 
came with prejudice went away convinced that the man is not as bad as his reputation." How a 
Lutheran theologian can pass such a judgment on Harnack, and how a Lutheran paper can 
receive such a judgment, is inexplicable to us. 
F. B. 

The German part of the General Synod plans to found a German seminary for preachers. 
At present a German theological department is connected with the English seminary in Atchison. 
The Germans, however, are generally in favor of separation. At the Nebraska German Synod a 
resolution was passed to leave the German Seminary at Atchison for this year. At the same time 
acommittee was appointed to consult with a committee of the Wartburg Synod about moving the 
Seminary. F. B. 

The Arminianism of the Methodists is thus expressed by the "Christian Apologist" of 
November 9: "Man as a moral being is not only a thinking and feeling being, but also a willing 
being. Man possesses a will because he has a rational mind. Every rational creature must have 
both a will to choose, and reason and understanding to think. Among the powers and faculties of 
the human spirit, the will occupies a most important position. The will is the power in man to 
determine himself in his decisions according to his own free choice and conviction. His will is his 
power of self-determination. The will is that power in man by which he commits an intentional act 
and by means of which he is able to choose, among other things, that which is most meaningful 
to him, namely salvation or disaster, eternal bliss or eternal wretchedness, blessing or curse, 
both of which are presented to every sane man for choice. Although the human will has been 
weakened by sin, it still possesses the freedom of choice, the power of election. Man's 
independent act is his own free choice. This is the basis of his responsibility to God. In all his 
actions, man is conscious of the reasons why he acts in this way and not in another. The motives 
of his action do not cancel out the freedom of choice of his will. Inner emotions, the voice of 
conscience, outer circumstances, and all sorts of moving reasons may affect the will in such a 
way that it consents under their influence or pressure, abandoning all resistance. But the will 
need not act in this way. In the last analysis, and in reality, there is no such thing as "having to 
will. Almighty God, in spite of His omnipotence, cannot save the lost man, the poor sinner, unless 
he wills to be saved. 'By the grace of God Jesus Christ tasted death for all men.' God wants all 
to be helped and all to come to the knowledge of the truth, that all may be made partakers of 
salvation, therefore he leaves himself unwitnessed in no one; he makes it possible for every 
individual to come into the possession of salvation; he lets his call of grace go out to every heart 
in one way or another, his Spirit works in all men's hearts; yet many men are not blessed, not 
saved. In our Catechism it is asked, 'Why then do not all men become blessed?’ Now follows this 
answer 
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word: 'Because so many do not want to go the way of salvation indicated to them by God'. Many 
do not wish to comply with the conditions of blessedness laid down in the sacred Scriptures and 
the order of salvation prescribed by God. All such are struck with the reproof which Jesus quite 
deservedly gave to many of his contemporaries: 'Ye will not come unto me, that ye might have 
life." Every accountable man may repent, believe in Jesus Christ as his personal Saviour; he 
may personally appropriate salvation by faith, if he wills, earnestly wills, and is fully resolved, 
and his will may be fully resolved to act so; but the will may also resolve not to act so, to be 
passive against salvation and the call of grace, until at last he has missed all saving opportunities 
by such conduct. This fact God presupposes in his words in all his appeals to repentance and 
conversion, in all his invitations to come to Jesus and believe in him, and in all his many offers 
of salvation. Hence the Lord appeals not only to conscience and feeling, but also to the will and 
reason of man. Not only is he who is thirsty for the water of life invited to come and take it for 
free, but also ‘whosoever will’. Just as Jesus once asked the sick person in the flesh: 'Wilt thou 
be healed?’ so he asks the spiritually sick. The divine Physician will make him well if he really 
wants to get well under the conditions he himself has set. Then he will also exercise self- 
judgment, that is, repent of his sin and believe in Christ. Christ says, "If any man will do the will 
of him that sent me, he shall know whether this doctrine be of God," and thus declares that he 
who sincerely wills to do the will of God expressed in the doctrine of Jesus and in the conditions 
of salvation, shall experience in and of himself the divinity and healing power of the doctrine of 
Christ. At the invitation to the meal of salvation, Luc. 14, the invited apologized. All such excuses 
spring from one source - unwillingness. ‘I will not.’ Behold, | stand at the door and knock. If any 
man hear my voice, and open the door, | will come in to him, and will make supper with him, and 
he with me’, Revelation 3:20. Standing at the door of the heart, Jesus seeks voluntary entrance. 
Man should open the door for him. After His resurrection, the Lord entered the circle of His 
disciples with closed doors, but He only enters the house of the heart when He finds open doors, 
that is, willingness and desire to receive Him. He asks for the surrender of the heart: 'My son, 
give me your heart.’ The Saviour invites, entices, draws, warns, threatens, holds up heaven and 
hell to the sinner, presents to him the most striking reasons why he should open the heart-door 
to him; his own will has the key with which he can open it and let Jesus in. The key is called - 
decision, power of choice, ability to choose. If the will wants, it opens the heart of the Saviour; if 
it does not want, Jesus remains out of the heart - and man out of the kingdom of heaven. Jesus' 
willing and man's willing must work together if he is to be saved. ‘Consider yourselves therefore 
this day, whom ye will serve." In the willing the Lord creates the able. Grace is mightier than sin 
when the human will gives it room; he who resists it and wills not to yield to it, it cannot save him, 
and it wills none to be saved without the consent of his will. Verily the power of the will is great 
and fatal. 'Man's will is his kingdom of heaven, yea, if he chooses Christ's salvation and service; 
itis his kingdom of hell, if man neglects to choose the "best part." We should muster all we can 
to bring the will of the unconverted to a decision for Jesus' service." Similarly, as the Arminian 
"apologist" teaches and argues 


520Ecclesiastical contemporary history 


also many of our Lutheran opponents. From the fact that man is a rational being, that grace is 
universal, and that many are lost through their own fault, and that God calls man to repentance 
and faith, they draw the false conclusion that man can and must contribute something to his 
conversion and blessedness. F.B. 
According to the Advance, the doctrines of liberal theology are: A pantheistic God, 
instead of a personal God. A human Savior, instead of a Divine Savior. Infallible 
scholarship, instead of an infallible Bible. 'Modem thought,’ instead of 'Thus saith 
the' Lord.' A development of religious ideas from the human mind, instead of a 
revelation from God. The natural in all things, the supernatural in nothing. 
Reformation, instead of regeneration. Culture, instead of conversion. A change of 
environment, instead of a change of heart. The energy of the flesh, instead of prayer 
and faith. Interest in the secular, instead of zeal for religion. Nobody afraid of hell, 
and nobody caring much about heaven. Everybody coming out right anyhow, and 
nobody on the wrong track except those who cling to the faith once delivered to 


the saints." The scoffers who advocate these doctrines stand in many cases in Christian pulpits, 
sit in Christian chairs, and in the editorial rooms of Christian papers. A sign of the latter times! 
F. B. 


The Mormons and Divorce. The Lutheran Observer of 28 October writes: "The 
New York marriage, by one of the Cathedral clergy of the Roman Catholic Church, 
of a divorced woman whose first husband had never been baptized, and who was 
consequently declared never to have been married, is already bearing fruit. An 
Italian princess, formerly the wife of a New York man, and an American by birth, 
has appealed to the Pope to have her first marriage annulled, on the ground that her 
husband had not been baptized, and that ‘consequently there could have been no 
true marriage, and no divorce." The Roman Church, especially in America, likes to give itself 
the appearance of standing up for the sanctity of marriage. But here too the Pope proves himself 
to be the Antichrist, who opposes the divine "yes" with his "no". Divorces which Christ permits 


(for the sake of fornication) the pope condemns, and divorces which Christ forbids (e. g. if one 
party is not baptized) the pope permits and favors. F. B. 

On the separation of church and state and related questions, the "Osservatore 
Romano" writes, according to the translation in the Literary Digest of November 19: 
"Separation of the two perfect societies, constituted such by God, is a monstrosity, 
and to this monstrosity the church cannot adjust itself in Catholic states and has to 
combat it. Freedom of the press is an error condemnable and condemned. It is 
contrary to sense in philosophy, and in theology a monstrosity, in the same manner 
as freedom of worship and of conscience and of thought. But even here, not 
speaking of individuals but of society as it is constituted, having established the 
principle, the maxim, the thesis, in fine, it is possible to reason in this manner most 
correctly. Where the constitution of the state is Anticatholic and, worse, 
Antichristian, there arises the distinction of thesis and of hypothesis, distinctions 
often so much neglected and the neglect of which induces doubts, creates new 
errors, and gives birth to inevitable confusion. Distinguishing rationally, there 
emerges the acceptable and accepted maxim of toleration of freedom of the press, 
of worship, and of conscience on the part of the church, and even invoked, as 
hypothesis. Toleration is one thing, approval is another... .. Certainly, if 
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you say simply: 'Is freedom of the press, of worship, and of conscience admitted philosophically and 
theologically?’ you will not find any Catholic who is at all cultivated who will reply to you or who can 
reply to you affirmatively. But if, instead, you put the question: 'By hypothesis, is it possible to admit 
toleration of freedom of the press, of worship, and of conscience?’ you will not find any cultivated 


Catholic who can reply to you or who will reply to you negatively." - Thus our American state is 
condemned with its religious, political, and civil liberty. Rome is the greatest enemy of our 
country, and our presidents and other public officials do not realize it. 
F. B. 

Concerning the school question, the American Federation of Catholic Associations 
in Detroit passed the following resolution: "We recommend, as far as we are concerned, the 
following solution of the school question. That no public money be paid for religious instruction 
in any school. Let the poll tax be distributed only for results in purely secular subjects in our 
Catholic schools, so that our teachers shall receive their salaries as other teachers receive theirs. 
To ascertain the results, let our schools be subject to the examinations of the state or city. Thus 
the great principle of our government, No public money for ecclesiastical purposes, shall be 
preserved untouched." 

Roman pomp in the Episcopal Church. On October 2, the Archbishop of Canterbury, 


who has been in America for some months, preached in Trinity Church, New York. "The 


Archbishop" - so the reports go - "was in full regalia. Two acolytes in purple attire carried the 
Archbishop's long purple train, in the same manner as pages do at court festivities. While the 


song: ‘The King of Love My Shepherd Is' was sung, the 


Archbishop, who had taken his seat on an episcopal throne standing to the right of the altar, to 
the pulpit." 


ll. Abroad. 


Against modern Luther worship, the "Theologischen Blatter" from Alsace write: "It is 
important that all those who call themselves after Luther hold fast to the unadulterated word of 
God, in this way they will honor this man of God the most. But alas, how many who call 
themselves ‘Lutheran’ and in associations and festivals praise Luther as the liberator of the 
church from the yoke of superstition, who present him as a star of the first magnitude, as a light 
shining in a dark place - and who reject his teaching! What is the use of all the incense that is 
sprinkled upon him, if the very thing that serves most to his glory is denied him, namely, that his 
confession of Christian doctrine is sound and can still be used in our day? Especially Protestants, 
who claim to be true children of the Reformation, affirm that Luther in some respects got stuck 
in the Roman leaven, e. g., in regard to the Holy Trinity, to the divinity of Christ, etc. Such 
Protestants should be ashamed of themselves. Such Protestants should be ashamed of 
themselves for spreading such things about Luther. But let them behave as they will, it remains 
with what Luther himself said in the hymn: 'The word they shall let stand, and have no thanks for 
it. He is with us well on the plan with his spirit and gifts." 

FP: 

Just recognition and unjust criticism. The "Theologischen Blatter" from Alsace speak 

approvingly of Fr. HUbener's lecture: "Das 
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Babel, the infallible Word of God, and the eternal City of God. In particular, it acknowledges what 
Father Hibener says about the fact that all the renowned theologians of Germany are on the 
same ground with Prof. F. Delitzsch in denying the inspiration of the Holy Scriptures. The 
"Theologische Blatter" say: "We have deliberately let the author speak at length on this point, 
because the matter is indeed very important. One fights the unbelief of a Prof. Delitzsch more or 
less, but with more or less blunt weapons, because one has more or less deviated from the 
fundamental article of Christian truth, namely, that the holy Scriptures are the infallible, inerrant 
Word of God. Delitzsch is indeed more consistent, and one might well say more sincere, than all 
those who reject the doctrine of inspiration and yet think they can hold fast to the concept of 
revelation. But the one stands and falls with the other. If one is no longer serious about inspiration, 
that is, about the divine inspiration of Holy Scripture, since the Holy Spirit instructed the holy 
writers what and how they should write, then the concept one has of revelation is also weak. 
Revelation is, after all, the supernatural communication of divine truths, which men do not know 
of themselves." But the "Blatter" finally also bring the following criticism: "With regard to the 
conclusion of the lecture, we will be brief. By the eternal City of God is to be understood the 
Church of God, which endures ‘against all the storms of the devil and of the world, of Babylon and 
of all the powers of the world.’ It is true that in the visible church things are again looking very sad 
at present, especially in the national churches, with their professors, pastors, and masses of 
people who have fallen away from the Christian faith and the infallible Word of God. Only the Free 
Church, and that to which Hiibener professes to belong, seems to him to be the only true place 
of refuge in the general confusion. Here again we see the one-sidedness of the Lutheran 
community to which the author professes to belong. He (and his friends) lack the broad view 
which recognizes the ‘orthodox’ church even there to whose narrower association he himself does 
not belong. There are still seven thousand, even in the Lutheran national churches and other free 
churches, who do not bow their knees to the Baal of false doctrine and apostasy from the infallible 
Word of God." This is an unjust criticism; Father HUbener does not deny, but expressly admits - 
even in his lecture - that where the inspiration of the holy Scriptures is denied and combated from 
the cathedra, "there are still many Christians who hold the Bible to be the inerrant, infallible Word 
of God." But should Christians not therefore be called upon to separate themselves from the 
national churches, in which it is admitted that ungodly doctrine prevails, and to join those who 
confess God's Word? Among the pabstics there are also seven thousand who have not bowed 
the knee to Baal. Shall we not therefore call upon the Christians also to renounce the pabstics 
outwardly? God calls upon all his children to separate themselves from manifest ungodliness - 
and surely this includes the blasphemy of the holy Scriptures - by divorce. 2 Cor. 6, 17: "Therefore 
come out from among them, and separate yourselves, saith the Lord, and touch no unclean thing, 
and | will receive you. " FaiP. 

The 11th General Evangelical Lutheran Conference in Rostock was attended by more 
than 1400 participants: from Germany, Sweden, Norway, Denmark, Russia, Hungary, Holland, 
France and America. Two Lutheran princes, the Grand Duke of Mecklenburg-Schwerin and the 
King of Sweden, sent warm telegrams of welcome. The participation of the city of Rostock proved 
itself in the abundant flagging of the streets, in the accommodation of the foreign conference 
delegates, and in the support of the Lutherans. 
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members and numerous participation of the citizens in the conference itself. In the sermons and 
lectures, the consciousness asserted itself that it was more than ever a matter of a struggle for 
the existence of the Lutheran Church, only that one thought to pass by the present main danger, 
which lies in the union of the Protestant regional churches of Germany. Even the representative 
of the Mecklenburg Church Regiment, D. Giese, had said in his welcoming speech that the 
Church Committee and the Lutheran Conference could go hand in hand, because the former 
did not touch the confession. Count Vitzthum responded that all concerns had not yet been 
dispelled, but that the Conference, with its "international" character, could not deal with them. 
That a protest was nevertheless made was due to laymen who invited to a meeting on 
Wednesday, the 28th, so that the Conference would not proceed without a serious protest 
against the union of the "German Protestant Regional Churches" effected since the last meeting, 
if the Union efforts were not to draw new nourishment from such silence. So it came to such a 
protest, which had the following wording: "Since the last session of the General Lutheran 
Conference the union of the German Lutheran Regional Churches has to a certain extent 
become a fact, a larger number of members of the XI General Lutheran Conference feel 
compelled to protest. A large number of members of the XI General Lutheran Conference feel 
compelled in conscience to express the conviction that the union of the German Lutheran 
regional churches will lead to the blurring of the confession of the Lutheran Church, thereby 
depriving it of its best weapons against modern theology and against the Roman Church, paving 
the way for an independent imperial church not based on the Lutheran confession, and 
endangering the existence of the Lutheran regional churches to the utmost. In view of the 
repeatedly repeated assurances that the confessional status of the individual churches should 
not be affected by the merger, it must be pointed out that experience has shown such 
assurances to be worthless, because circumstances always prove stronger than people, and 
because such a merger of church communities, which are based on different confessions, is not 
possible, and because such an amalgamation of ecclesiastical communities founded on different 
confessions necessarily results in a weakening of the confessions of all those involved, just as 
the antagonisms among the Protestant confessions living peacefully side by side at present 
must be aggravated by such a union." On this the "Sachsische Freikirche" remarks: "It is 
remarkable that this declaration was not made by the conference, but only 'by a larger number 
of the members. And what value does this declaration have? None at all. Or what value has it, 
if a larger number of members of a travelling society feel urged to express the conviction that 
the path taken by the society is a wrong, extremely dangerous one, if, in spite of this conviction, 
they remain on the wrong path and with the society?" F. B. 

A worthless protest against union. The eleventh General Lutheran Conference, which 
met in Rostock in September and was also attended from America (General Council), did not 
protest in its entirety, but "a larger number" of its members did protest against the "union of the 
German Lutheran regional churches. In the justification for the protest, it is stated "that the union 
of the German Lutheran regional churches will lead to the blurring of the confession of the 
Lutheran Church, thereby depriving it of its best weapons against modern theology and against 
the Roman Church, paving the way for an independent imperial church which is not based on 
the Lutheran confession, and leaving the Lutheran regional churches in their existence. 
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to the utmost". This protest is well-intentioned, but it is based on a great deception. It 
presupposes, namely, that the existence of the Lutheran regional churches has not been 
endangered up to now, and that the Lutheran confession has received its right in them. But now 
everyone knows that in the so-called Lutheran regional churches the union has long since 
prevailed in its worst form, namely, in the form of the doctrinal union. Not only subtle, but also 
gross deviation from Lutheran doctrine, yes, complete denial of all basic Lutheran truths, is not 
only tolerated in the "Lutheran" regional churches, but is the order of the day. One has long since 
thrown away the "best weapons" against modern theology and the Roman Church by 
abandoning the inspiration of Holy Scripture and the sola gratia. One protests against a church- 
regimental union, while one has long since introduced, acknowledged, and defended the 
doctrinal union among oneself. Yes, the society assembled in Rostock was not itself united in 
Lutheran doctrine. What would have happened if the question had been asked in Rostock 
whether all the members of the conference accepted the Holy Scriptures as the inspired, 
infallible Word of God? In Rostock two kinds of people stood "in one stall," those who confess 
the Scriptures to be the Word of God, and those who deny it. It is evident that by protesting 
against church governmental union, one wants to cover up the sin of the long established 
doctrinal union for oneself and others. One wants to stand up for the Lutheran confession, but 
primarily in so far as it is written on paper, not in so far as it is actually taught. In short, one does 
not want to stand up both for the divine right of the Lutheran confession, because it teaches 
God's Word, and for the historical right, the ecclesiastical right of the confession. One would like 
to be "Lutheran" but without paying the cost, Lutheran doctrine. F.P. 

The "Turmer" writes about church attendance in Berlin: "Many churches stand empty. 
For anyone who has lived in Berlin for twenty years, the assertion that there is a 'church need' 
there is interesting. Social-democratic Berlin and honest church distress? If only all the existing 
churches, except at Christmas and Easter, perhaps on a few Sundays, were half-filled, it would 
be a great victory. Only recently a churchgoer was told by the sexton that he could safely go 
home, since the pastor would not preach a sermon for him alone. That only half a dozen are 
assembled is a frequent occurrence." 

At the Protestant Day held in Berlin, D. Fischer said: "The religious consciousness of 
ancient times held to divine revelations. This whole world of revelation has sunk for the modern 
consciousness. Therefore religious thought must now secure the object of faith as real for 
modern spiritual life..... Neither religion nor education can tolerate weak compromises in the long 
run. The popular church, which is a congregational church because the individual church is its 
foundation, will be without what is now called 'confession.' The church as a community gathers 
around principles of life, not around basic doctrines. But in the congregation the consciousness 
is to be preserved that these principles are not mere practice, but are based on truth, that its 
religion is necessary truth of reason, and thus participates in the development of the whole 
spiritual life. According to the old Protestant view, the dogma of the infallible form of the Bible is 
the foundation of the church. This kind of doctrinal basis is impossible in Protestantism. The 
Protestant doctrinal basis can only be: religious reason, which, in its autonomy within humanity, 
is so very much 
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The Church knows that the worship of God and His Spirit is the foundation of the Bible itself and 
of the preaching of Jesus, as well as of His religious consciousness. The worship of Christ, 
which has often taken the place of the worship of God, whether openly or veiled, is to be sharply 
rejected. The area designated by the life, person, and word of Jesus has been shown to be a 
truly historical one, lying within human history as a whole. Jesus cannot be the object of religion, 
the object of worship. One cannot want to base faith in God on faith in the historical Jesus. 
Biblically, it is the other way around. Rather, one can base faith in God only on knowledge of 
God, for 'accidental historical truths cannot be the proof of necessary truths of reason." D. 
Fischer is pastor of a regional church in Berlin. F..B, 

The Oberconsistorium, the highest authority of the Church of the Augsburg 
Confession in Alsace-Lorraine, met the demands of the modern professors and their 
followers in the question of the individual chalice at its meeting from May 16 to 18. Each 
congregation is to be permitted to use individual chalices in addition to the common chalice. 
This decision passed with a two-thirds majority. Whether it would have passed if pastors and 
laymen of the Church of the Augsburg Confession in Alsace-Lorraine had been allowed to vote 
is another question. The great majority would certainly not have been in favor of single chalices. 
One consistory (Worth a. S.) had even passed a resolution against the introduction of the single 
chalice. On the whole, no one was and still is in favor of the introduction of the single chalice, 
except the followers of modern professorship. Even the corrupt Union Pietism, which otherwise 
often enough goes hand in hand with the professors and their followers, together with many 
liberals (not to mention the Lutheran Christians) could not make friends with the single chalice. 

(Theol. Blatter.) 

Combating verbal inspiration. Especially the so-called positive theologians of Luthard's 
"Kirchenzeitung", the "Alter Glauben", the "Evangelische Kirchenzeitung" and the "Reformation" 
make it their business to fight the doctrine of literal inspiration of the Holy Scriptures. The 
"Reformation," in its number of October 23, prints 37 sentences by P. Andersen (Flensburg), 
"until recently editor of the 'Schlesw.-Holst. Kirchen- und Schulblatt’, one of the leaders among 
the positive Lutherans of his homeland". Of these sentences we will let follow some: "1. the 
doctrine of verbal inspiration is not an inalienable part of the faith of the congregation, but a well- 
meant, but basically unbiblical theologian's fiddle. (2) It derives in part from Talmudic Judaism, 
and in part also from pagan (Hellenistic) ideas, which passed into Christian theology through 
Philo. (3) In Lutheran theology it first became native through Calov, for neither Quenstedt nor 
John Gerhard have it yet, let alone Luther. (4) Its emergence is connected with the temptation, 
which the old Protestant dogmatists did not resist, namely, to oppose to Catholic polemics, which 
could appeal to a convenient and massive authority, likewise a convenient and massive authority 


as ultimum refugium. (5) The reformed view of the Bible, according to which it becomes a mere 


collection of dicta probantia, or rather a Christian code of laws, in which even the distinction 
between the Old and New Testaments becomes blurred, contributed to its more widespread 
use. (6) From these origins, the doctrine of verbal inspiration has, of course, been more or less 
integrated into today's congregational faith. 
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The first thing we have to do is to go back to the origins of Protestantism, especially to Luther's 
free and ingenious conception of it. (7) To meet this danger, which gradually threatens 
evangelical Christianity, we must first return to the origins of Protestantism, especially to the free 
and ingenious conception of Luther, for whom the inspiration of Scripture coincides with the fact, 
experienced by him, that it drives Christ. (14) The inspiration of the Scriptures can only be 
recognized by him who is inspired by the Holy Spirit, that is, who has become a believer in Christ. 
(15) Independently of this, the critical and scientific examination of the Scriptures, which has 
nevertheless had the good of proving the doctrine of verbal inspiration (not of inspiration as such, 
for it can in no way do so) to be utterly untenable for the sake of faith. (16) The doctrine of verbal 
inspiration is refuted by two undeniable facts: first, that we have the biblical text in a form which 
admits of thousands of different readings; secondly, that the meaning of individual scriptural 
passages is often so hidden that five, ten, twenty different interpretations attempt to understand 
it. (Rothe.) (17) To say, therefore, that 'in spite of variants and errors' the sacred Scriptures do 
not cease to be God's verbally inspired, error-free word, is neither honest nor logical, and at 
least highly misleading speech. (18) For the faith of the church, the doctrine of verbal inspiration 
is not only misleading, but also entirely irrelevant as long as one does not go over to the 
(theoretically so far seldom, but practically often drawn) consequence that the translation of the 
Bible is also infallible. Luther is misunderstood when his proceedings at the Marburg Religious 
Discussion are exploited for the doctrine of verbal inspiration. His appeal to the word of JESUS: 
"This is my body" is not an adherence to the external letter of Scripture, but to a single, especially 
important utterance of the historical Christ. To return to the doctrine of verbal inspiration is to 
sink back into the literal theology of the Jewish scribes and to offer the church stones instead of 
bread. (33) In this way souls are not brought to certainty, but to assurance, which is none, 
because it is carnal (Joh. 6:63). Such a comfortable and massive authority, to which the doctrine 
of verbal inspiration alienates the Bible, leads all by itself to the Catholic concept of office, 
because thereby a congregation is educated which no longer believes it is allowed to think and 
inquire, and finally no longer reads the Bible at all for fear of believing otherwise than the 
pastors." Of these theses the "Reformation" boasts that they are "distinguished by clarity." In 
truth, however, these theses are but another testimony not only to the contempt for clear words 
of God prevailing among modern theologians, and to the ignorance of the teaching of Luther 
and other Lutheran theologians, but also to dissolute thinking and gross sophistry, which may 
see in the fact that copyists have not always copied correctly, and that some passages of 
Scripture are obscure or ambiguous to us, an incontrovertible proof that the writings composed 
by the holy men of God cannot be inspired. 
F. B. 

The duty of the patrons, that is, the duty of the cities, manors, etc., to provide for the upkeep 
of the parishes and churches, belongs to the rotten supports on which the state 
ecclesiasticism rests, and which even the "people's church," which one strives for here and there 
in distinction from the state ecclesiasticism, cannot do without. This duty arose at a time when 
these authorities were of the same faith as the churches which they had to maintain. But now 
these rights and duties have been continued through the centuries, even though the lordships 
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have often changed their faith. Thus, a Catholic monastery has the right of patronage over 
Protestant parishes, a Protestant nobleman must help to maintain a Catholic church; religiously 
unaffiliated or even ‘hostile’ city councils must see to the maintenance of Protestant churches. 
And the "church," namely both the Protestant regional church and the Pabst Church, jealously 
watches over these rights and duties, and calls in the police and the courts to help if anyone 
wants to evade such a duty. - Thus the Berlin parishes of St. Marcus and St. Simeon received 
two million marks from the city of Berlin for the building of new churches and the founding of new 
parishes, and other Berlin parishes claimed another 15 million. Over the first two million, a lawsuit 
was filed in which the parishes appealed to an old consistorial order. The parishes recently lost 
this lawsuit and must now pay out two million plus five percent interest. But here again the 
falseness of the state-church system and the popular-church conception is shown. In itself it 
would be quite right that with the growth of the cities the churches should also be increased. But 
only if it is Christians who move in. And if they were Christians, they themselves would see to it 
that they got more churches. But the situation is such that the great mass of the people in our 
large cities do not want to be Christians at all and therefore neither feel nor are willing to remedy 
the lack of church buildings and parishes. So they build churches for them and give them pastors, 
but the costs are to be borne by the city, that is, indirectly by the anti-church masses. It is no 
wonder that the city resists this and is proved right. But now one should learn that something is 
rotten here, should let go of the rotten supports and form congregations on a voluntary basis that 
know what they want and pay what they need. (D. E. L. F.) 

The "E. K. Z." writes about the progress of the LoS von Rom movement: "The 
conversion figures for the first six months of 1904 also bear witness to the undiminished further 
development of the German evangelical movement, which is now in its sixth year. On the whole, 
they are on a par with those of the same period of the previous year. Of the 2263 conversions to 
the Protestant Church of both confessions that took place in the Austrian half of the empire, the 
official area of the Imperial and Royal Protestant High Church Council in Vienna, 2069, namely 
856 men, 871 women and 342 children under the age of seven, were of the Roman Catholic 
Church, 194 of other confessions. Boehmm, which had moved into second place since the 
beginning of 1903, is again in first place with 1010 converts. Here the number of converts to the 
Lutheran Church since the beginning of the movement in all superintendential districts is 14,420. 
The two Viennese superintendencies of the Augsburg and Helvetic confessions record 920 
converts in the first half of the first century. J. 920 converts. Of particular interest here is a look 
at the conversion statistics of the capital Vienna, the stronghold of Christian social 
ultramontanism. The Viennese Protestant congregation of the Augsburg Confession counted 453 
converts in the six months under review, that of the Helvetic Confession 80. Since the beginning 
of 1899, both congregations together have registered 6910 converts (6170 in the congregation 
of the Augsburg Confession, 740 in the congregation of the Helvetic Confession), in spite of the 
excessive clerical counter-agitation at work here. In addition to Vienna, the parishes of Graz 145, 
Marburg 101, Klagenfurt 52, Brinn 50, and the Bohemian parishes of Turn 161, Aussig 110, 
Gablonz a. N. 110, Dux 54, Karbitz 40, Prague 25 recorded conversions in the first half of the 
year. In the same period 463 conversions to the Old Catholic Church took place. At the top here 
are 
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the congregations of Dessendorf with 249, Graz with 96 conversions. There were also 
conversions to other denominations, such as the Herrnhut Brethren, the Methodists and the 
Christian Dissidents. The more lively beginning of the Czech Evangelical movement already 
falls into the second half of the year and is not yet taken into account here. If we now summarize 
the results of the movement in the Austrian Reichshalste, the Protestant Church of both 
confessions has recorded a total of 29,479 conversions since the beginning of 1899. The Old 
Catholic Church experienced an increase of about 10,500 persons. Numerous Austrians abroad 
are leaving the Papal Church for the Protestant Church. The various dissident denominations 
have also received a notable increase, while the number of those remaining without a 
denomination, which cannot be precisely determined, is likely to be considerable. The loss of 
Rome through the Los von Rom movement may therefore be assumed to be at least 44,000 
souls. In any case, this overall result puts the assertion of the ‘decline of the apostasy 
movement', which was also portrayed at the Regensburg Centrum Party Congress, in the right 
light." - Last year the "Mecklenburgische Gotteskasten" sent its secretary, Father Ponngarin, to 
Austria to observe the evangelical movement on the spot. His verdict on the movement is as 
follows: "The drawbacks and dark sides of the movement are by no means to be denied: in 
some quarters the national is emphasized more than can be approved, the confessional less 
than is desirable; individual elements should not have been included; in some vicars the 
ecclesiastical liberalism to which they pay homage is conspicuous; various churches are much 
too large and too costly, the building of others should have been delayed; one or the other report 
proves to be painted much too rosy. And yet, in spite of all kinds of dross which are in the way 
of the movement, but which, with God's help, will be removed in time, there is still something 
powerful and uplifting about it, and he who remembers ‘the former times' rejoices heartily in the 
new thing which God's power has created in the lands of Austria." 


"Christ is the supreme reason of man." This was recently asserted by Dr. Watson in 
England. He says: "As there can be no conflict between reason and faith, since they have 
different functions, so there can be nothing but harmony between reason and Christ, because 


Christ is the answer and fulfillment of reason." Christianity is absolute reason | So it was said 
among philosophers and theologians at the beginning of the nineteenth century. And the latest 
scientific theology, not only liberal but also conservative, is based on the same thought. From 
this it is then concluded that whatever in Christianity goes beyond reason or cannot be rhymed 
with it must be deleted. Now it is true that the doctrines of Christianity are not unreasonable. 
Christianity is not at variance with any real truth. But as far as corrupt reason is concerned, as 
it is actually found only in the world, Christianity is not only a deeply hidden and inscrutable 
mystery to it, but it also contradicts the false, carnal views of it. All the mysteries of the gospel 
are an offence and a foolishness to the carnal mind, but especially the doctrine of salvation by 
grace alone for Christ's sake. F. B. 


Doctrine and Defense. 


Year 50. December 1904. No. 12. 


What doctrine of conversion and election by grace fits into the 
unity of Christian doctrine? 


(Conclusion.) 


We have shown that the Christian doctrine forms a complete unity, inasmuch 
as all parts of it are held together by the principle of Scripture. All the articles of 
Christian doctrine are "wheat," that is, all the thoughts of God as they are expressed 
in the Scriptures. We have also seen that the opposing doctrine, according to which 
God converts and saves those who are less opposed and less guilty, is not the word 
of God, but belongs to the "straw" of the thoughts of men, and thus falls outside the 
unity of Christian doctrine. 

But Christian doctrine also forms a complete unity inasmuch as it teaches only 
Christ crucified, or sola gratia. This unity, too, is shown by the Scriptures themselves. 
St. Paul writes to the Corinthians, "I thought not that | knew any thing among you, 
save JEsum Christ crucified." 1) The apostle Paul has not merely delivered one, but 
all the articles of Christian doctrine, as he expressly declares, "I have not behaved 
unto you, that | have not preached all the counsel of God." 2) Now when he 
nevertheless declares that he preached only JESUS Christ crucified, he thereby 
states that the doctrine of grace, or the doctrine that we have salvation through Christ 
crucified alone, is the golden thread that runs through all Christian doctrine. This we 
also recognize a posteriori, when we present the individual parts of the Christian 
doctrine of salvation to us from Scripture. All parts of the Christian doctrine of 
salvation are a proclamation of sola gratia and exclude human goodness and 
betterment as a ground for the explanation of blessedness. Thus the doctrine of 
Christ 


1) 1Cor. 2, 2. 2) Apost. 20, 27. 
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Person and work. The Scripture teaches that none other than the eternal Son of God 
became man in order to obtain grace and salvation for men through his vicarious 
satisfaction, and at the same time it teaches that there is no ground or explanation 
of salvation in man. Men, for whom Christ has interceded by his satisfactio vicaria, 
are, with all that they are and are able to do before God, "sinners" (auaptwaoi), 1), 


1) "lost" (15 d20Aw/0c), 2) under "the curse of the law." 3) Luther does not engage in 
theological speculation and construction, but only introduces Scripture, when from 
the article of Christ's person and work he thus argues against the "freedom of 
choice" in man: "Hereby | reject and condemn, as vain error, all doctrine which prizes 
our free will, as which strives strackly against such help and grace of our Saviour 
JEsu Christ. For since apart from Christ death and sin are our lord, and the devil our 
god and prince, there can be no power, nor might, nor wit, nor understanding, that 
we might send or seek after righteousness and life; but must be blinded and captive, 
of the devil and of sins, to do and think whatsoever they please, and what is contrary 
to God with his commandments." 4) Likewise, the doctrine of justification in Christ is 
a praise of sola gratia. According to Scripture, God does not justify people who, in 
comparison with others, are better, have resisted less, and are in lesser guilt, but 
"ungodly" (tév dogby). 5) "There is no distinction here; they are sinners all at once, 
and lack the glory which they ought to have in God, and are justified without merit 
(Swpedv, gift-wise) by his grace through the redemption that was wrought by Christ 
JEsum." 6) Nor does faith come into consideration in justification as a better conduct 
(conduct), as has been perpetually asserted by the opposing side, but is, according 
to Scripture, to be conceived as opposed to all human better conduct and work. To 
be justified by faith (trioTei) is to be justified without works of the law (yapic épywv 
vouov). 7) The 

Faith is not a limitation but an affirmation of sola gratia, since faith believes that God 
justifies "the ungodly," or as the Apology puts it, "Whenever Scripture speaks of faith, 
it means faith built on pure grace." The scriptural doctrine of sanctification and 
preservation is also a praise of sola gratia. We are sanctified only so much as grace 
works in us, since nothing good dwells in us apart from grace, 8) and preserved we 
are to blessedness not by our better behavior, but "by the power of God through 
faith," 9) which God works. 10) 


1) 1 Tim. 1, 15. 2) Luc. 19, 10. 3) Gal. 3, 13. 4, 5. 3, 10. 
4) St. L. ed. XX, 1096 f. 5) Rom. 4, 5. 

6) Rom. 3, 23. 24. 7) Rom. 3, 28. 

9) 1 Petr. 1,5. 10) Col. 2, 12. By Bee L1G 
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The scriptural doctrine of baptism and the Lord's Supper is also a praise of sola gratia. 
When Luther continually contrasts baptism with our works and states that we are 
saved through baptism because salvation does not depend on our actions and 
conduct but solely on God's grace, he is teaching only Scripture and not his own 
thoughts. "Not for the works of righteousness which we had done, but according to 
his mercy he made us blessed by the bath of regeneration and renewing of the Holy 
Ghost." 1) Likewise, Holy Communion is a proclamation of God's free grace. When 
we hear in the words of the Lord's Supper that the body of Christ, which we eat in 
the Lord's Supper, is given for us, and the blood of Christ, which we receive, is shed 
for us, it is thereby taught that we have a gracious God solely by what Christ has 
done for us, and not in the thousandth part by our doings and conduct. As often as 
Christians celebrate the Lord's Supper, they proclaim Christ's death (t6v 0d.vatov tov 
Kopiov) 2) as the explanatory ground of their salvation, not their "conduct," their lesser 
opposition, their lesser guilt, etc. Likewise the scriptural doctrine of the church is a 
proclamation of sola gratia. To the Church here on earth, to the ecclesia militans, belong 
only the faithful, that is, the people who "build on pure grace." And even in the ecclesia 


triumphans they sing in perfect unison, "The Lamb that is slain is worthy to receive 
power, and riches, and wisdom, and strength, and honour, and glory, and praise." 
3) All those who find the explanatory ground of their conversion and blessedness in 
their "conduct," namely, in their lesser reluctance and guilt, fit neither into the ecclesia 
militans nor into the ecclesia triumphans. - Thus we see a posteriori, that is, from the 
exposition of Scripture, that the whole Christian doctrine of salvation is in all its parts 
the doctrine of grace, a proclamation of sola gratia, a preaching of Christ crucified. 

It is obvious, however, that our doctrine of conversion and election to grace, 
according to which God has converted us out of pure grace for Christ's sake, without 
regard to any lesser guilt on our part, and has also chosen us from eternity, fits into 
the grace unit of Christian doctrine, while the opposing doctrine of conversion in 
regard to human "conduct," namely, a lesser reluctance and a lesser guilt, falls 
entirely outside the framework of the Christian doctrine of grace. The opposing 
doctrine fits into a different frame. It is the characteristic of non-Christian religions 
that they base salvation on human good and better. Into this unity fits the doctrine 
which is the lesser reluctance and the 


1) Tit. 3, 5. 2) 1 Cor. 11, 26. 3) Offenb. 5, 12. 
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The opposing doctrine is dynamite under the edifice of Christian doctrine, whereby 
the whole edifice, which is precisely an edifice of grace, is blown up. In short, the 
opposing doctrine is dynamite under the edifice of Christian doctrine, by which the 
whole edifice, which is precisely an edifice of grace, is blown up. Walther's judgment, 
which he delivered in a letter to Brauer at the beginning of the doctrine of election to 
grace, is perfectly correct: "What is an election to blessedness on the basis of our 
‘conduct’ but a piece of the devil's gospel, which does not want to make us blessed 
by grace." 1) 

Do we now deny personal Christianity to all our opponents? No! Admittedly, the 
opposing official doctrine of the lesser reluctance and the lesser guilt as the 
explanatory ground of every actual conversion and every actual attainment of 
blessedness consequently destroys the whole Christian doctrine, because it 
abolishes the grace of God in Christ, Christ crucified, as the only ground of 
blessedness. It destroys, consistently carried out, the Christian doctrine of Christ's 
person and work, of justification, of sanctification and preservation, of baptism and 
the Lord's Supper, of the church, etc. But we also know, and have always admitted, 
that there is a "happy inconsistency." It is possible, and always happens, that 
someone believes better with his heart than he teaches with his mouth. Some 
months ago someone reminded us by letter that we should not forget that even 
Christians still sooke and committed great folly in this and that. The letter writer 
dressed his reminder in a coarse expression, and we apologize if we repeat this 
expression here. He said that Christians, according to the spirit or the new man, were 
understanding, holy, and pure, but according to the flesh they were often still "in the 
calves' pen. We admit that. Far be it from us to assume of all our opponents that they 
believe before God as they teach before the church. But this does not relieve us of 
the obligation to combat and reject as unchristian the false doctrine so clearly and 
persistently expressed, by which such unspeakable confusion is caused in the 
church. That which comes from the "calves' pen" must not, after all, be regarded as 
the voice of the Christian Church and as Christian doctrine. To this quarter, however, 
belongs the entire phraseological apparatus which has been expended from 
Melanchthon on to Ohio-lowa and Blecher, in order to transfer the explanatory 
ground for conversion and blessedness, yes, into man. To this apparatus belong, 
among others, the following modes of speech: Man has the capacity to send himself 
to grace when it is offered to him; freedom of choice is a principal thing in the analogy 
of faith; if man, by virtue of grace. 


1) "Lebensbild des weiland ehrw. Pastor E. A. Brauer," etc. St. Louis, Mo. 1898. p. 122. 
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If aman wants to be saved, he can convert; conversion and blessedness, or eternal 
election, are based on human self-decision, on human conduct, on the refraining 
from wilful resistance, etc.; one must not overlook the ethical character of conversion; 
if grace alone made all men blessed, then all men would be blessed; because grace 
exercises no compulsion, conversion and blessedness do not depend on grace 
alone.The ethical character of conversion must not be overlooked; if grace alone 
made blessed, all men would be blessed; because grace exercises no compulsion, 
conversion and blessedness depend not only on the grace of God, but also on the 
conduct of man; if men were equally guilty before God, God would be an arbitrary 
god, since only a portion of men are converted, etc. These and similar expressions 
are intended to express that the reason for every actual conversion, etc., lies in man, 
namely, in the better conduct, in the less reluctance, in the less guilt of man. The 
doctrine thus expressed abolishes sola gratia, and thus falls outside the unity of grace 
in Christian doctrine. 

The opposing position may be briefly stated thus: By the assumption of an 
"analogy of faith," which is situated beyond the statements of Scripture, and is 
supposed to determine the interpretation of Scripture as the supreme standard, the 
truth is abandoned that Scripture alone posits articles of faith. By supposing that the 
explanatory ground of men's conversion and blessedness, or eternal election, is to 
be found in their conduct, namely, in their lesser reluctance and guilt, the truth is 
abandoned that the grace of God alone in Christ converts and saves. F. P. 


The doctrinal differences between Missouri and lowa. 


(Conclusion.) 
At the end of his article D. Deindérfer touches on soteriological questions. He 
writes p. 67. 68: 

Now, in the last few decades, since the Synod of Missouri took its own course in the 
doctrine of election by grace, two more points have been added, namely those which in reality 
concern the faith and are therefore of importance. Of these we have now to give an account. For 
the Synod of Missouri teaches an unconditional election of grace. God has from eternity, 
according to his own good pleasure, chosen and set apart a number of men from the masses, 
and determined that these should and must be saved. The much greater number, whom he could 
have saved and saved according to his omnipotence, he did not choose. What the cause of this 
was, we do not know; the Scriptures give no information about it. Those whom he has chosen 
according to his good pleasure must also come to repentance and faith, and persevere therein 
to their end. This is a piece of Calvin's teaching, and one therefore justly accuses the Synod of 
Missouri in this piece of Calvinism. Calvin, to be sure, is on this err- 
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The Synod of Missouri does not follow him in this. It is true that theological leaders of the Synod 
of Missouri have recently denied that it teaches unconditional election. But it has not been made 
known to us what the condition is to which God has attached his eternal election. It is not difficult 
to see that this doctrine is in direct contradiction to the clearly revealed doctrine of the universal 
grace of God, which extends to all men, to the whole human world. For God does not want 
anyone to be lost, but that everyone should repent. God so loved the world that he gave his only 
begotten Son, and he came not to judge the world, but that the world through him might be saved. 
He was the Lamb of God who bore the sin of the world. The work of redemption was done for 
the whole world. This must not be shaken, as happens when an unconditional election is taught, 
in which God has excluded from eternity the great majority whom he could have saved and made 
blessed if he had willed to do so. The confession of our church - the Formula of Concord - 
demands that the doctrine of the eternal election of grace must be considered and treated in 
connection with the whole counsel of God's grace. For it must be in harmony with this. According 
to this, God, in his eternal love, desires the blessedness of all men. Accordingly, through his Son, 
he has granted forgiveness of sins and eternal life to all. According to this also the gospel is to 
be preached to the whole world for its salvation, and thereby all are to be called to his kingdom. 
And according to his gospel all shall be saved who are called, enlightened, sanctified, and kept 
in the right faith by the word of God and the holy sacraments. On the other hand, those who 
persist in unbelief and perish shall be damned. The old teachers of our church have established 
the sentence: God chose the elect in view or foreknowledge of faith. In his omniscience, in which 
he knows all things from eternity, he has chosen the faithful whose faith he foreknew. For this 
was his good pleasure, that he would save sinners through faith in his Son Jesus Christ. The 
Synod of Missouri does not want to know anything about this proposition, that God has made the 
eternal election in view of or in anticipation of faith in Jesus Christ. It asserts an election in which 
God allowed himself to be determined and guided only by his good pleasure, which amounts to 
mere arbitrariness. But with a doctrine of an arbitrary election no honor is done to God. Nor can 
it be reconciled with the revealed counsel of God. For this reason, the Synod of Missouri and its 
doctrine have met with little approval in our church, but instead have met with serious opposition 
everywhere. 


This account of the Missourian doctrine of the election of grace is incomplete, 
inaccurate, and misleading. It gives the impression that we Missourians place not 
only the cause of salvation but also the cause of damnation in God, and that we deny 
or ignore the general grace of God and set it aside. A detailed discussion of the 
article of eternal election, in which the Missouri Synod, or Synodal Conference, 
differs not only from lowa, but from all other so-called Lutheran Synods of this 
country, is not occasioned by the above summary criticism. We have 
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The following is a brief summary of the statements we have made on this subject, 
not only earlier, during the doctrinal controversy over the election of pardons, in 
numerous articles in our journals and treatises, but also in the current issue of this 
journal (cf. pp. 20 ff. 61 ff. 241 ff. 297 ff. 483 ff.), either in more detail or more briefly. 
Let the following be stated here only in brief. We Missourians teach and confess, by 
the 11th Article of the Formula of Concord, that the eternal election of God, or 
praedestinatio, is only upon the children of God, who are chosen and ordained to 
eternal life before the foundation of the world was laid. Further, that this same 
election or praedestinatio, which alone passeth over the elect children of God, is of 
God's gracious will and good pleasure in Christ JEsu a cause, so as to create, work, 
help, and promote our blessedness, and that which pertaineth unto it, and so also a 
cause of our faith, conversion, sanctification, and preservation. We hold that these 
doctrines, in the passages of Scripture cited by our confession, such as Eph. 1, Acts 
13:48. 13:48, have a clear and solid scriptural foundation, as by the very words of 
Scripture a choice in regard to faith or in general in regard to human conduct is 
excluded. For instance, in the latter passage it is said, "And as many as were 
ordained unto eternal life believed." This doctrine of Scripture and of the confession 
of eternal election is so important, valuable, and precious to us, "because it gives us 
the beautiful, glorious consolation that God has made the conversion, righteousness, 
and salvation of every Christian so dear to him, and has meant it so faithfully, that 
before the foundation of the world was laid, he took counsel concerning it, and 
decreed in his intercession, how he would bring me to it, and keep me therein." (Sol. 


Decl. § 4. 8. 45.) The eternal election of God, or predestination, is different in name, 
as well as in concept and essence, from the general will of grace, or the counsel of 
redemption. The latter we Missourians have not forgotten or set aside above the 
doctrine of the election of grace, Praise God! We have always testified and taught 
that God earnestly wills that all men be saved, that Christ has borne and atoned for 
the sins of the whole world, that the Holy Spirit earnestly calls and converts all who 
hear the gospel. And now as to the many who nevertheless perish, we say with our 
confession (Sol. Decl. § 81), "All preparation for damnation is of the devil and man, 
through sin, and not at all of God, who will not that any man should be damned." We 
see the cause of damnation not in any decree of God or any omission of God, but 
solely in the persistent unbelief of man. We hold these three doctrines of Scripture, 
of eternal election, of the general will of grace, and of the cause of damnation, 
equally, one as the other, leaving each where Scripture has placed it, and using them 
for the comfort and admonition of Christians. Only, if one here goes beyond the 
Scriptures 
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If one goes beyond this, mixes these different doctrines, which concern different 
matters and persons, and draws conclusions from one to the other, only then does 
one become entangled in contradictions and go astray, and fall into either Calvinism 
or synergism. 

The last point of difference that D. Deindérfer brings up concerns the doctrine 
of conversion. On this he expresses himself p. 69. 70 as follows : 

From this point the controversy then extended to the doctrine of conversion. The Synod of 
Missouri teaches that election is completely independent of faith. Faith, and therefore conversion 
in faith, came from election. The elect must come to faith and be converted; he must also 
persevere in the faith to the end. In the elect the grace of God breaks all resistance, overcomes 
all opposition; this must give way before the effect of the mighty grace of God, as the ice must 
melt before the warm sun. In the case of the elect, then, according to Missouri's teaching, the 
grace of God in the Gospel works not only as it does in other men, but much more powerfully. 
One cannot help but think of the Calvinistic doctrine of irresistible grace, even though the Synod 
of Missouri rejects it. Here the question arose, whether man has no part at all in coming to 
repentance, believing, and being converted. According to the Scriptures and the confession of 
our church, it is certain that no man can believe in Jesus Christ or come to him by his own reason 
and strength. God the Holy Spirit works the will and the accomplishment entirely without the help 
of man, who is by nature dead in sins. But it is no less certain that we men can resist God's work 
of grace, resist it maliciously and persistently, so that conversion does not take place, or that, 
when it does, we fall away again and set ourselves anew against the work of grace. God wants 
our person, our heart; we can close it to him when he knocks and desires entrance. Then God 
does not force repentance and faith upon us. A forced conversion would not be a conversion. If, 
then, man has no, no part whatever in coming to repentance and faith and being converted, it is 
entirely his own fault that he is not converted, if he persists in impenitence and unbelief, and 
becomes fixed therein. What, then, is the cause that many do not believe, are not converted, and 
so are not saved? Our Synod believes and teaches that it lies in man's evil and perverse conduct 
toward the holy Gospel and the holy Sacraments, and toward the powers of grace of the Holy 
Spirit, who desires to work powerfully upon us through the Word and Sacraments. For 
indifference to the Word of God, contempt for it, reluctance to accept the Holy Spirit, is conduct, 
just as it is conduct when we hear the Word of God, use the Sacraments, let our aversion, our 
reluctance, our reluctance be overcome and given up by the powerful influence of the Spirit of 
grace. From this doctrine of the conduct of man in his conversion, the Missouri Synod has now 
sought to twist a rope for its opponents. It put the matter in such a way as if we were teaching a 
cooperation of man, a synergism, as this is called in church language, and accused us of being 
synergists, i.e., such people who attribute conversion largely to God, but to a lesser extent to 
man himself. And there helped and helps 
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all rejection is of no avail; because we make conversion partly dependent on the "conduct" of 
man, since he can prevent it, and thousands prevent it by their persistently evil and perverse 
conduct, when the Holy Spirit approaches them with the holy Gospel and the holy Sacraments 
and his powers of grace: we must nevertheless be synergists, and teach a co-operation of men. 
But that the cause of so many not coming to faith and salvation really lies in this, namely, in their 
conduct, is already stated in Christ's word to the Jews at Jerusalem: "Jerusalem, Jerusalem..., 
how often have | wished to gather thy children together, as a hen gathereth her chickens under 
her wings, and ye would not." He, the Lord Jesus, has willed, earnestly and persistently willed, 
has knocked again and again, but in vain, for they have not willed, their evil will has been 
persistently opposed to His gracious will, has hardened in its enmity. This, this their evil, wicked, 
persistently wicked conduct was the cause that they could not be converted and gathered, but 
remained in unbelief and were lost. 

The Missourian doctrine of conversion is not further discussed here, only the 
one proposition mentioned, which we disavow, that the grace of God in the gospel 
works much more powerfully in the elect than in other men. What we Missourians 
teach concerning conversion may be summed up in the following sentence of our 
confession: "God the Lord fashions the man whom he will convert, and so fashions 
him that a darkened mind becomes an enlightened mind, and a rebellious will 
becomes an obedient will." And from this work of God's grace we exclude all 
concurrence on the part of man, and emphasize especially that man can in no way, 
either by doing or by not doing, send himself to conversion or prepare himself for it, 
D. D. seeks above all to ward off from his synod the reproach of synergism. In the 
above statement he lays every stress on the fact that man can resist the work of 
God's grace maliciously and persistently, so that conversion does not take place. He 
writes: "What is the cause, then, that many do not believe, are not converted, and so 
are not saved? Our Synod believes and teaches that it lies in man's evil and perverse 
conduct toward the holy Gospel and the holy Sacraments, and above the powers of 
grace of the Holy Spirit, who desires to work powerfully upon us through Word and 
Sacraments." As if the Missouri Synod, resp. the Synodal Confermz did not believe 
and teach the same! We have ever and ever, and only recently again the word of 
Christ to the Jews, "Jerusalem, Jerusalem ... How often have | desired to gather thy 
children," etc., just as D. D. interprets it in the above. But he draws a conclusion from 
the conduct of those who do not want to believe, and therefore perish, to the conduct 
of those who are converted and saved. Certainly it is an act of man's will when he 
gives up his reluctance and gives place to the grace of God. But such conduct, such 
willing, is wrought by God alone, without any action on the part of man. And this 
effect of God is conversion. In conversion 
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God turns a rebellious will into an obedient will; D. D., on the other hand, speaks of 
man's conduct before conversion, which leads to conversion, and of a conduct to 
which man decides of his own accord. He expressly says that conversion depends 
on the conduct of man. And he defines this conduct in such a way that "we hear the 
word of God, use the sacraments, let our aversion, our reluctance, our reluctance be 
overcome and given up by the powerful influence of the Spirit of grace". According 
to this definition, God's work in this alleged preliminary stage of conversion consists 
merely in God's working powerfully on man with his Spirit of grace; man's business 
and work, on the other hand, is to allow himself to be overcome by God and to give 
up his reluctance. Man can stubbornly resist the effect of God's grace and thus 
prevent his conversion, but he can also remove that obstacle from the way so that 
conversion comes to him. Or, more exactly, since a man can prevent his conversion 
by his reluctance, and thousands actually prevent it, he can also do the reluctance 
and refrain from reluctance. This is the short sense of the whole above argument. 
But such conduct on the part of man is nothing else than a co-operation, synergy, on 
the part of man to his conversion. And he who teaches such conduct is a synergist. 

So far the argument with D. Deindérfer. However, other voices have recently 
been heard from the lowa Synod, especially concerning the doctrine of conversion, 
which we do not want to ignore completely here in our discussion of the doctrinal 
differences between Missouri and lowa. We may only casually recall that in the first 
two issues of the current volume of this journal, under the heading "Weapons of 
Righteousness," an article published in the lowa "Ecclesiastical Journal" from the 
pen of a certain P. Blecher, which brings to light the most blatant synergism, has 
been highlighted. It is there p. 28 quite correctly noted, "By the printing and circulation 
of this article, the lowa Synod has confessed before God and man what Father 
Blecher has written, and God and man will hold the lowa Synod responsible for it." 
Nevertheless, we do not wish to place Fr. Blecher as an actual spokesman for the 
lowa Synod. Such a one, however, is undoubtedly Father G. J. Fritschel, who in two 
numbers of the current volume of the "Kirchliche Zeitschrift," pp. 126 ff. and p. 206 
ff. has treated the question, "Are the lowa Synodists Synergists?" The same, in the 
consciousness, as he himself remarks, of thereby reflecting the public doctrine of his 
Synod, sets forth the following 19 propositions: 

We lowans teach the following: 1. That man of himself can do nothing but resist grace; 2. 


That man by his own natural power can only choose evil; 3. That even in conversion, man cannot 
choose from 
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4. That even conversion must not be imagined as if God only handed man the powers, and man 
with a fine natural will could then decide whether he would use these powers or not; 5. That it is 
rather quite impossible for the natural man to want his salvation; 6. That conversion consists 
precisely in God inwardly transforming the will of man, giving it a quite new direction, quite 
opposite to the former, that he creates for man a quite new heart and a new will; 7. That the Holy 
Spirit does not leave it at that, to infuse new powers into man, but that he also works it in man, 
that man exercises these powers; 8. That grace works all things,-that it not only implants a new 
will in man, but also stimulates the new will to the individual good acts of the will, awakens every 
new holy resolution in him; 9. That grace works the will not only as a faculty, but also as an act; 
10. That conversion takes place in the will of man, is an act of the will wrought by the Holy Ghost, 
a resolution of the will wrought by the Holy Ghost; 11. That the Holy Spirit works in man the holy 
resolution, "I will give myself to God my Lord, and belong wholly to him alone"; 12. That all this 
is not only a decision made possible by the Holy Spirit, but also wrought and accomplished by 
the Holy Spirit; 13. That this "I will" of conversion is wholly a creation of the Holy Spirit, who 
inwardly transforms the will, gives it this new direction, and puts into activity the powers which he 
himself has given; 14. That it is God alone who works all this, - that God works both the willing 
and the accomplishing; 15. That God wholly gives every bit and particle that belongs to 
conversion, and that man only accepts and uses what God gives him; 16. That this takes place 
from the very first beginning of conversion to its completion; 17. That even the slightest desire 
and longing for salvation in Christ is awakened and brought forth by the grace that precedes all 
things; 18. That grace, however, does not work irresistibly, - that is, that therefore no other result 
could come at all (through man's fault); 19. That, therefore, the whole work of salvation of God in 
man, from the first beginnings to the last consummation, is wholly of grace, and in no way founded 
in man and his conduct. 


Apart from the unclear statement concerning the given powers and their 
exercise and activity in the seventh sentence and at the end of the thirteenth 
sentence, we give our unconditional approval to the statement of Father Fritschel 
contained in the first fourteen sentences. If the lowans had never taught and written 
anything more of conversion than what they here profess, there would be no 
difference between Missouri and lowa on this point. But to those correct sentences 
there have ever and ever been appended additions, which are quite different, and 
again call in question what has been correctly said. One such questionable addition 
in the above series of theses is the 15th sentence. It reads: "That God wholly gives 
every bit and particle that belongs to conversion, and that man purely suffering 
accepts and uses only what God gives." How is this to be understood? What lies in 
it? A piece of conversion, the main piece, that which actually constitutes conversion. 
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is the act of the will, that man decides: "I will give myself to God, my Lord. And 
certainly God works or gives this act of the will. This willing is identical with faith. God 
works and God gives faith. Both these things the Scripture says. Yes, God gives not 
only the power to believe, but faith itself, the act of believing. But now what is this to 
mean, that man "takes and uses" that which God here gives, that is, the willing, the 
faith? When dealing with justification, it is quite right to say, God gives, and man 
takes. God, through the gospel, gives objective goods, the reconciliation through 
Christ, the forgiveness of sins, the righteousness that is valid before God, and man 
takes these goods and appropriates them to himself subjectively, that is faith. But 
when we speak of conversion, what is the purpose of giving and receiving? God 
gives no objective good, but gives faith, works the subjective acceptance of salvation 
in Christ, gives and works the willing. And how? Is it then man's business that he 
should appropriate to himself subjectively what God gives here, that is, faith, 
acceptance, willing, his own act of will? This has absolutely no sense or reason. 
When a man has accepted salvation in Christ by faith, according to the effect of the 
mighty strength and grace of God, then the man is converted, then this bargain is 
concluded. The "giving" and "taking" only give a tolerable sense in this subjective 
sphere, where it is a question of conversion, of the effect of faith, if the thing is so 
represented after the manner of the old synergists, that God gives spiritual powers, 
that man then accepts and uses these powers, and that in this way conversion takes 
place. But however the thing may be thought of and interpreted, at any rate, if these 
expressions are to have any meaning whatsoever, by accepting and using are 
signified acts of the will of man. The closer definition, "sufferingly," "sufferingly 
accepts," does not alter this version. A "suffering acceptance" is in itself a contradictio 


in adjecto. But the opinion of the proposition can be no other than that God gives, and 
man really takes what God gives, appropriates it subjectively, and then uses it, 
makes use of it. And, to be sure, these acts of the will, by the comparison, "God 
gives, man takes and uses," are merely put on man's account, and are eximuted 
from what God does. Giving is God's business, receiving and using man's business. 
And thus a cooperation of man is included in conversion, or rather prefixed to 
conversion. And this is what is commonly called synergism. However, it seems to 
Father that the statement of the fifteenth clause is supported by the remark in No. 7, 
"that the Holy Spirit also works it in man, that man exercises these powers. 
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to want to limit it to some extent. However, it is not quite evident whether this latter 
canon should also be applied to the "receiving" and "using" in No. 15. For in No. 15, 
too clear a distinction is made between giving, which is God's, and receiving, which 
is man's. And in No. 7, only giving, which is God's, is mentioned. And in No. 7 only 
powers are spoken of, while in No. 15, according to the context, the act of faith itself 
is subsumed under that which God gives. Supposing that the "receiving" and "using" 
in No. 15 are also to be understood as wrought by the spirit, the reader is led to 
imagine the following: 1. God gives the willing, the faith, the acceptance of salvation; 
2. man receives the willing, the faith, the acceptance; 3. God himself works the 
receiving of that acceptance. There arises the question: What next? Must man also 
accept the 

How can we in turn accept the acceptance of acceptance brought about by God? In 
this way, the alternation of giving and receiving can easily be continued infinitely. But 
before we discuss this point further, let us first consult some other lowaschian 
authorities. 

P. G. J. Fritschel records in his article a series of statements by the former Prof. 
G. Fritschel, especially from an essay in the "Theologische Monatshefte", 1873, p. 
16 ff., which essentially say the same thing that he himself referred to in his theses, 
especially in the first 14 theses, as the doctrine of the lowans, which we therefore 
refrain from printing here. In addition to these confessional sentences, however, the 
above-mentioned essay in the "Theol. Monatshefte" of 1873 contains remarks of a 
different kind, with all kinds of terminis, which are foreign to the Lutheran confession 
and which P. G. J. Fritschel also avoided in his series of theses, remarks which are 
of importance for the correct understanding of the lowa view of the trade of 
conversion. We only quote here two significant quotations, which had already been 
published earlier in this journal, Jahrg. 1884, p. 140 ff, by D. Pieper in an article 
entitled: "Ja wohl, Synergismus !". They are as follows: 

The decision which the Holy Spirit works in a man does not take place in a flash; it often 
travels very slowly, it has its various stages, it passes through various degrees, it has a 
development which often goes on for weeks and months. With every progress in this 
development, which progresses in stages, man does nothing at all out of himself or his natural 
powers, but he merely practises what God gives, and this beside himself he does in power of 
grace, which stimulates and drives him, so however that at every point an adverse divine decision 
is possible in wilful resistance and consequently man, when he comes to conversion, does not 
go this way forced, but freely. 

The question is: How is it, then, that when the gospel is preached to two, and divine grace, 
freely given, is offered to one as well as to the other, yet only the one obtains salvation, and the 
other loses it? This difference can only be explained in two ways. 
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It has its explanatory ground either in a difference of God's conduct towards men, or in a 
difference of men's conduct towards God. Is there a third thing possible here? Certainly not. 
Either one seeks the explanation of the above-mentioned difference in the difference of God's 
conduct towards men, and says: God, according to his own free will, chooses one of the two to 
make him blessed, and leaves the other, to whom he could just as easily give faith if he wanted 
to, without giving him faith. And because he arbitrarily chooses the one to be saved, and passes 
over the other with his choice, it happens that of the two, one comes to faith and the other does 
not. This difference is explained by the absolute will of God, which is unlimited. Or the reason 
may be sought in the different ways in which men behave toward the grace offered, and it may 
be said that God applies his free and undeserved grace to the one as earnestly as to the other, 
and that he wills to make the one as certainly and truly blessed as the other. But the fact that 
God's intention of grace is not attained in both, but only in one of them, is not explained by the 
fact that God arbitrarily chooses one and leaves the other, but rather by the fact that the one 
thwarts God's intention of grace by his wilful resistance, while the other does not resist wilfully, 
but lets it happen that the Holy Spirit overcomes his natural resistance and inwardly transforms 
his will. 


We add a third dictum, which P. G. J. Fritschel introduces at the end of his article with 
the following words: "There, from our side, the exposition of the matter from the 
mouths of others has been carried out and described as the exact exposition of our 
position." 


God has brought a man so far that he now stands as it were before the door of regeneration; 
man is not yet reborn and converted there; he rather still resists God, and as long as this 
resistance lasts it hinders his (man's) conversion or rebirth. But as soon as it ceases, the new 
birth will surely come. This reluctance had been thought of in the Sentences, and this they wished 
to explain by a note. It is said, therefore, in it, that here by the wanton reluctance is understood 
that, when a man is under the pressure of grace, he fixes himself in his reluctance against God. 
Here, then, there is no question of reluctance under other circumstances than just this, that man 
is under the influence of God's grace, in that God with his grace draws him, or as it were exerts 
a pressure upon him, to overcome his reluctance. Moreover, in order to explain why the 
reluctance is called a wanton one, it was expressly added that on this point man can really leave 
off reluctance. But lest again this should be misunderstood, as if the unconverted or unregenerate 
man should in himself have any power or ability to do this, it was added that the forbearance (of 
the wanton reluctance) must be done in virtue of the operation of the grace of God. - It was 
answered that it was heartily thought that man, on the point here in question, could really and 
truly give up resisting God; that, therefore, not a mere abstract, merely imagined, or ideal 
possibility was given him, but a true and real possibility, a full, yea, the fullest occasion of it, so 
that he himself must bear the whole responsibility and guilt, and the guilt 
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is merely his own if he persists in his reluctance. In particular, it was added that behind the call 
of grace that resounds in the revealed Word there is not a special secret will of God that makes 
it possible or even necessary for man to refrain from reluctance, and that therefore actually 
settles and decides the matter. Therefore man should never be able to say in truth that at this 
point he was forced to do one thing or another, that he could not in truth both refrain from and 
hold fast his resistance to God. But if it were asked whether man was to be given freedom of 
choice or self-determination, the answer would be no. For if, at this decisive point, man was 
forced to do one thing or another, he could not in truth both refrain from doing it and hold fast to 
it. For if man, at this decisive point, fixes himself in his resistance to God, he does so in 
consequence of his own power of sin dwelling in him; but if he gives up resistance, he does so 
by virtue of the effect of God's grace [which, to be sure, is not irresistible. Kirchl. Zeitschrift]. In 
both cases it is man who does what is done, whether it be to hold fast the resistance or to give 
it up. But for the first he has the power himself; for the second, on the contrary, he has no inherent 
faculty, but does it in consequence of a power that comes from without, namely, from God, or in 
that God acts upon him. (Kirchl. Zeitschr. IX, 3. p. 96.) 

According to these latter statements, what is the lowa doctrine of conversion, 
or an integrating part of their doctrine? And how are we to judge of this? According 
to the above description, conversion is preceded by a "gradual development," which 
often lasts for weeks and months, and after the course of which the rebirth itself 


certainly occurs. But such a development is nothing else than that status intermedius 


which the synergists interpose between the status peccati and the status gratiae. Such 
a progressive development on the side of conversion flatly contradicts the sentence 
of our Lutheran confession: "However, he (man) can do nothing at all for his 
conversion (as also reported above), and in such a case is much worse than a stone 
and a block; for he resists the word and will of God until God awakens him from the 
death of sins, enlightens and renews him." "A man resisteth God the Lord with his 
will, until he be converted." According to this, conversion is preceded by nothing else 
than reluctance against God. Or, as Luther expresses it in his 99 Theses against the 
Aristotelian-Scholastic doctrine: "29. The best unmistakable preparation for grace 
and the only provision is the eternal election of God and providence. 30. But on the 
part of man nothing but clumsiness, nay, indignation against grace, precedes grace." 
When we here and elsewhere simply quote sentences of our confession, we do so 
on the self-evident assumption that they are in harmony with the truth of Scripture, 
just as the Concordia formula proves everything it teaches and rejects in the second 
article with an abundance of Scriptural words. In this progressive process of 
development, in this preliminary stage of conversion, a twofold process takes place 
within man. First 
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the exercise of the spiritual powers given by God. God gives man new spiritual 
powers even before his conversion, and man exercises and uses these powers. Of 
course, he does this in the power of grace, which stimulates and impels him. "God 
also worketh that a man should exercise the powers that are infused into him." For 
the 7th sentence of G. J. Fritschel is also to be referred to these very exercises which 
precede conversion. But it is, after all, the still unconverted man who, in the power 
of grace, impelled by grace, undertakes those salutary exercises which finally lead 
to conversion. It is here ascribed to the unconverted man what Scripture alone says 
of the converted. For according to Scripture it is a characteristic of the believing 
children of God that they are driven by the Spirit of God. There is hereby imputed to 
the unconverted man a modus agendi. And this is synergism. This is against the 
teaching of the Lutheran Confession. The Formula of Concord rejects the idea that 
"before conversion man has a modum agendi, or a way of doing something good and 
wholesome in divine things," and teaches that "after such conversion, in daily 
practice of repentance, man's born-again will does not go idle," thus allowing all 
man's activity in divine things, all spiritual practice, to begin only after conversion. 
Let us recall here a remark from the above-mentioned article in "Lehre und Wehre," 
1884: "Our ancients often compare the spiritual birth or conversion with the bodily 
birth, and in connection with this they put forth the thought that man, as in the bodily 
birth, so also in the spiritual birth, does not act in a cooperative way, but purely as a 
living being. Prof. Fritschel, however, first lets the children run around for weeks and 
months, do exercises for weeks and months, and then finally decides in favor of 
birth." A second thing which falls into this preliminary study and is closely connected 
with the first, is the "omission of wilful resistance." At the last stage of that progressive 
development, that is, after man has exercised the new powers for weeks or months, 
at the preliminary stage of conversion, which is then immediately and surely followed 
by conversion itself or rebirth, man gives up his reluctance and allows it to happen 
that God then overcomes his "natural" reluctance in conversion and transforms his 
will, while another frustrates God's intention of grace by his continued, wanton 
reluctance. Thus it is explained that of two men, to both of whom the same grace is 
offered in the Gospel, one is converted and obtains salvation, the other is not 
converted and loses salvation. This "ground of explanation,” of course, only explains 
what it is intended to explain, if in the different conduct of man against grace 
conversion and non-conversion are realiter founded. Thus the lowans, for their part, 


have clearly and definitely enough explained Melanchthon's causa discri-. 
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minis in homine adoptirt. But they add here also: "in the power of grace. It is "under 
the influence of grace," "under the pressure of grace," that a man refrains from 
courageous reluctance at that decisive point. Grace "enables" man and gives him 
"full cause" to overcome his reluctance. Grace gives man the faculty of "letting go" 
of his reluctance, and when man really gives up reluctance, he does it in force, with 
the help of grace, which acts upon him continually, urging him, urging him, no longer 
to reluctance. But this pressing grace is by no means gratia determinans. It is not in 
this that grace decides man to give up his reluctance. It is not because God alone, 
without man's help, overcomes man's reluctance. If the gratia determinans were to hold 
good on this point, then that "ground of explanation" would fall away; then the 
question would arise at once, why God takes away the reluctance in the case of one 
man, and not also in the case of another; then one would be directly before the 
mystery of the discretio personarum, this ypwousvov of the Lutheran orthodoxy of the 
sixteenth century, against which all synergists have ever and ever fought, and of 
which even the lowans want to know nothing at all. It is therefore, after all, the 
unconverted, natural man, who, though enabled and supported to do so by grace, 
here decides of his own accord to refrain, or rather to cease, from the reluctance 
which hinders conversion. What the lowans teach about "refraining from willful 
reluctance" falls under No. 4 of the negatives of the 2nd article of the Formula of 
Concord. Article of the Formula of Concord: "Item (we reject), where it is taught, 
though man according to his free will be too weak to make a beginning and turn 
himself to God by his own powers, and to be obedient to God's law from the heart; 
yet when the Holy Spirit with the preaching of the word makes a beginning, and 
offers his grace therein, that then the will of man by his own natural powers may to 
some extent do something, though little and feeble, to this end, help and cooperate, 
send himself to grace, prepare, take hold of the same, accept, and believe the 
gospel." That the will of man, after grace has made a beginning, can, with the help 
of grace, send itself to some extent to conversion, covers the lowa position. 

Therefore, we cannot judge differently, we must answer the question "Is this 
synergism?" "Are the lowans synergists?" in the affirmative, just as we did 20 years 
ago. To be sure, lowa synergism is a variety of Latermann's synergism, which first 
operated with the exercise of the given spiritual powers and the will prepared by 
grace. The only difference is that Latermann 
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The lowans, on the other hand, only allow man to reach the immediate preliminary 
stage of conversion by means of the powers bestowed upon him. But when man has 
been assured of his share in this preliminary stage, in this "decisive point" before 
conversion, then he can confidently let grace alone work in the conversion itself. The 
beautiful, confessional sayings, such as that in conversion God works the will, the act 
of faith, and God alone, without man's help, that God decides man in conversion, 
etc., are empty sayings, by which one deceives himself and others, if he thinks of a 
man as subjectum convertendum who has already decided himself to give up his 
reluctance and let God work in him. It is hardly necessary to say that we are here 
judging the lowa doctrine and doctrinal position as it is publicly announced in the 
publications of the lowans by their spokesmen, and that we do not want to deny that 
some lowa pastors, who have not seen through the deceit of error, have refrained 
from wilful resistance, and the exercise of spiritual powers, and similar things, without 
thinking much of it, and in so doing hold bona fide to the sole efficacy of grace, just as 
it is not impossible that an advocate of synergism who is conscious of his cause may 
still cling to sola gratia in the innermost depths of his heart. The heart does not always 
immediately follow all the aberrations of the intellect. Nevertheless, it is also true of 
the synergistic leaven that it is an evil, dangerous thing and can soon leaven the 
whole dough. 

The doctrinal differences between Missouri and lowa discussed in the 
foregoing are profound enough that one need not anxiously look around to see 
whether the list of differences could not be supplemented and completed. In 
conclusion, however, we will only briefly point out that a dissensus concerning the 
doctrine of justification, specifically the so-called general or objective justification, 
was also discussed in the journals of both sides at the time (cf. e.g. "Lehre und 
Wehre" 1889, p. 73 ff.), and that at the present time, as is generally known, the 
analogia fidei, and with it the Scriptural principle, forms a punctum controversiae, D. 
Deindérfer concludes his article on the existing differences with the wish and sigh: 
"May God in grace help his torn Church to unity and peace." We heartily agree with 
this, but see no other way to fulfill this wish than that our counterpart, by God's grace, 
will recognize its errors and become one with us in the confession of the old Lutheran 
doctrine according to the Scriptures. 

G. St. 
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The Scriptural Evidence for the Lutheran Doctrine of Holy 
Communion. 


(Conclusion.) 


Of the nature of the holy supper we have spoken thus far. We have seen what 
the Lord's Supper is according to the teaching of Scripture. We now see what God's 
Word teaches us about the meaning, the fruit, and the worthy reception of this 
sacrament, and thereby become certain anew that what our church confesses of it is 
precisely the teaching of Scripture. In this matter, too, we must adhere to the words 
of our Savior's institution, and to the passages which speak of the Lord's Supper 
expressis verbis. The Lord, when he instituted this testament of his love, did not leave 
his disciples in doubt as to the fruit and meaning of this sacrament, and as to the rich 
blessings they should derive from it. 

We have already pointed out that the Lord did not want to celebrate this meal 
with His disciples only once as a farewell, but that He thereby instituted something 
which His disciples were to celebrate also after His death until the end of days. He 
gives them the express command at the close, toto zoveite. The ToiiTo refers to the 
whole preceding action. That which the HErr hath done, let his disciples also do. 
They are to repeat his action, and repeat it often, for he adds, doayic &, aivyte. If we 
do that which the Lord hath done, he will give us this day, by virtue of his word which 
he hath spoken, his body and blood; then, by virtue of that word, his body and blood 
are present, and are eaten and drunk by all them that go to the sacrament. 

That the Lord has instituted a sacrament in the Lord's Supper, which is meant 
for all his disciples, is also indicated by the fact that the Lord expressly calls his blood 
the blood of the new covenant, that he says of the cup that it is the new covenant, 
and indeed by means of his blood, which he presents to us. This new covenant is 
not only for the twelve apostles, but for all disciples, all Christians. 

But the Lord has also told us for what purpose the Christians are to celebrate 
His Supper. He adds, they shall celebrate it ei¢ tv éuyv dvduvyoty. In his memory, in 
his remembrance, it shall be celebrated. This meal is to be a remembrance of the 
Lord. By this meal we are to be reminded of him as often as we celebrate it, and 
above all of his substitutionary suffering and death, of the fact that the Lord gave his 
body for us and shed his blood for us. 
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for the forgiveness of sins. The celebration of Holy Communion is a memorial, a 
constant reminder of Christ's death on the cross for our sins. Hence also Paul, after 
having represented to the Corinthians the institution of the Lord's Supper after the 


revelation of the Lord to him, continues thus: 'Oodiic yap d,v éo8inte tov aptov tobtov 


kal 1) MOTHPIOV TObTO TivytE, TOV Odvatov tod Kopion Katayyéldete, dypi¢ ov av EADY. That is, 
"For as often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye proclaim the Lord's death, 
until he come." Let us look at these words a little more closely. 

First of all it is remarkable that the apostle connects these words with the 
preceding. This does not give the reason for something preceding, but it is used here 
explicitly, it indicates that the apostle here inserts something for explanation. He 
explains with these words the words of the Lord, that we eat and drink his supper in 
remembrance of him. When we Christians celebrate the Lord's Supper, we proclaim 
precisely with this celebration the death of the Lord, his substitutionary death on the 
trunk of the cross. xatayyéd/ete is not to be taken with Luther as an imperative, but as 
an indicative. The Lord's Supper, the apostle here states, is a proclamation of the 
death of Christ. What is said by this? Not only this, that the Christians, in the 
celebration of Holy Communion, solemnly pronounce and confess that Christ went 
to death for them, died for them, as it is expressed, for example, in a recent 
Commentary, "a solemn (liturgical) pronouncement of this fact, that the Lord endured 
sacrificial death for His church, and thereby procured its redemption". This act itself, 
that the congregation of the Lord eats and drinks Christ's body and blood under the 
bread and wine, the body given for them, the blood of the Lord shed for them, this 
act of the congregation is a proclamation of Christ's death. By celebrating Holy 
Communion, the congregation preaches, proclaims, not in words alone, but by deed, 
that the Lord suffered death on the cross for his congregation, in their place, to 
redeem them from their sins. In this way, through the celebration of the Lord's 
Supper, Christians are to proclaim the death of their Savior until he comes. Until the 
end of days, until the last judgment, as long as men need the gospel, the 
proclamation of Christ crucified, so long shall this way of proclamation resound, that 
Christians celebrate the Lord's Supper. 

According to Christ's word and institution, as the apostle explains it to us by 
inspiration of the Holy Spirit, the Lord's Supper is therefore a special, unique, and 
very emphatic way of preaching the gospel among Christians. It is a way, ordered by 
Christ Himself, to present the basic and main truth of our faith to us in such a clear 
and comprehensible and emphatic way, and that to each individual for his own 
person. 
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this truth, that Christ sacrificed his body and blood for us, that Christ was given for 
our sins. 

But if the celebration of Holy Communion according to Christ's word is a special 
form of the proclamation of the gospel, it follows that the same applies to the Lord's 
Supper as to the gospel. The Gospel is not a powerless word, a mere empty 
proclamation and narration of what Christ is and has done for us, but it is a means 
by which the Holy Spirit works, whereby he offers, presents, gives, and also works 
faith in us to take hold of and receive the rich treasures of grace of our Savior. So 
also the Lord's Supper is a means of grace. Through it, the Holy Spirit offers us, gives 
us, and gives us the benefits of Christ's grace. In this way he awakens faith anew in 
Christians and sustains and strengthens it. 

What then, according to Christ's word, are these goods which he presents and 
gives us in the Lord's Supper? We take this again from the words of institution. 
Matthew and Marcus tell us of the distribution of bread, that the Lord presented the 
bread to his disciples simply with the words, "This is my body." But Lucas adds these 
words, "which is given for you" (15 vmép vuwv d1ddpuevov). Paul says, "the 
is broken for you™ (15 vzép vuav yA@pevov), but in which passage the xAWHeEvov is 
doubtful. The Lord therefore assures His disciples that His body was given for them, 
just for them, to be good to them, given unto death, that He gives them just this His 
body given unto death for them. At the presentation of the wine, the HErr, according 
to Matthew and Marcus, added, "This is my blood of the new testament, which is 
shed for many" (70 tij¢ yarvijc diajyns, 16 mep} moddov Exyvvouevov). There the HErr 
clearly says that his blood is the blood of the new testament, that with his blood the 
new covenant of grace with God is established with all its gifts and goods. The Lord 
assures us that his blood was shed for many on the trunk of the cross, and that, as 
Matthew adds, xx¢ agearv duaptiay, for the remission of sins. This his blood, which is 
shed on the cross for many for the remission of sins, the LORD giveth us. For many 
is this blood shed. Who are these many? They are, as we know from other passages 
of Scripture, all men. And this is no contradiction, that here the Lord says that his 
blood was shed for many, while in other passages it is said that the Lord shed his 
blood for all. It is true that many does not mean all, but "many" is not necessarily 
opposed to "all. For example, when | say, "There were many members in the 
assembly today," | do not mean to say, nor do | say, "All the members were there," 
but | mean to say, "There was a great multitude of members. | may not have paid any 
attention to whether or not all the members of the congregation were really there. But 
it may well be, 
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that these many were really all members of the congregation, that really all members 
had come together for that meeting. So it is here. The Lord tells us in our passage 
that he shed his blood for the forgiveness of many, for a great multitude, and in other 
passages of Scripture it is revealed to us that this great multitude is all men, the 
whole great human race fallen into sin and condemned by sin. 

But especially emphatically does the HErr testify to us what he gives us in his 


Sacrament, when he says, according to the account of Lucas and Paul: toiito 1 


MOTHpIOV n yalvn lak Nyy iotiv iv To Eup aiatt. The HErr calls 

the cup which he presents to his disciples, for its contents, because it contains his 
blood, the new testament, the new covenant which God established with humanity 
through Christ's redemptive death. In this cup, filled with Christ's blood, our Saviour 
gives us, presents to us, the new covenant, all the graces and gifts of this new 
covenant, the forgiveness of sins, true righteousness before God. Thus our Saviour 
himself tells us expressly what are the goods which he presents, gives, and bestows 
upon us in his testament. He gives us his body to eat, the body that was given up to 
death for us; he gives us his blood to drink, his blood that was shed for us for the 
remission of sins; he gives us the ransom that he himself presented to his heavenly 
Father for the payment of our debt. With this the Lord gives us forgiveness of sins 
and thus also all the spiritual goods of the new covenant, for "where there is 
forgiveness of sins, there is life and blessedness. 

The Lord's Supper, therefore, does not give us other special goods which we 
do not yet possess through the preaching of the gospel. It is wrong to teach that 
without partaking of the Lord's Supper we cannot yet be in full possession of all the 
heavenly goods that Christ has purchased for us. The preaching of the gospel also 
gives and shares with us forgiveness of sins, life, and blessedness. God is rich, 
exceedingly rich in grace. He wants to make all men blessed. There is not enough 
of one means for him to give us his treasures of grace. He comes to the aid of our 
weak faith, and in the sacraments makes us still more sure of his goods of grace. 
The difference between the word of the gospel and the Lord's Supper, then, is not 
that the Lord's Supper gives us specifically different goods than the word, goods that 
we would not have through the preaching of the gospel, but that in the sacrament 
the same goods, the forgiveness of sins, the grace of God, righteousness, life, and 
salvation, are offered, communicated, and assured to each individual for his own 
person even more than they are in the word. In the Lord's Supper the Lord deals still 
more with each one in particular, there being assured to each one who partakes of 
it for his own person: This body, which 
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you now receive, which is given for you, for the forgiveness of your sins; you also 
have forgiveness of your sins. And this special assurance of God's grace is further 
confirmed and sealed to him by an outward sign, Christ's body and blood. The ransom 
which Christ set forth for our sins on the trunk of the cross is presented to every one 
who goes to the sacrament as a pledge of his faith, that all things which Christ has 
purchased for all men belong to him. In this way the Lord's Supper also serves to 
strengthen our weak faith, so that we may confidently hold to God's word and promise 
and have the joyful assurance of the forgiveness of our sins even in all our trials. But 
if our faith in the gracious forgiveness of sins is strengthened, so that we are ever 
more confident of God's grace, ever more certain that God is our dear Father for 
Christ's sake and that we are His dear children, then we will also grow more and more 
in sanctification, then we will receive ever new desire and strength to keep His 
commandments in heartfelt love for God. Thus the Lord's Supper is the right spiritual 
food through which the new inner man is sustained and strengthened for eternal life. 
On the basis of Scripture, then, our Church in her Catechism answers the question, 
"What profit is there in such eating and drinking?" thus: "This is shown us by the 
words, Given and shed for you for the remission of sins; namely, that in the 
Sacrament remission of sins, life, and blessedness are given to us through such 
words. For where there is forgiveness of sins, there is life and blessedness." We do 
not only teach that in the Sacrament forgiveness of sins, life, and blessedness are 
announced to us, as indeed they are; we do not only teach that the Sacrament is a 
reminder of what Christ has done for us, as indeed it certainly and truly is; we teach, 
rather, that all these things are also given, communicated, and appropriated to us in 
the Sacrament. We teach that the Sacrament is one of the means of grace. It is, like 
God's Word, the powerful means by which the Holy Spirit works in the hearts of 
believers, and that precisely through the Word, which, along with bodily food and 
drink, is the chief part of the Sacrament. We teach that through this means the Holy 
Spirit powerfully communicates to the communicants, appropriates, and seals all the 
benefits that Christ has purchased through his substitutionary death on the trunk of 
the cross. 

Our Church, on the other hand, firmly rejects as aypaga and Avtiypaga both the 
blasphemous doctrine of the Roman Church concerning the Sacrifice of the Mass, 
that in the Lord's Supper the priest always offers Christ anew, in an unbloody manner, 
for the sins of the living and the dead, as well as the doctrine of the Reformers, who 
do not let the Lord's Supper be a means of grace, through which God really gives and 
communicates something to us, and the Holy Spirit works in us, but a mere 
commemorative meal, at which 
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The first is the doctrine in which we thankfully remember our Savior and his death, 
and in which faith soars to heaven and accepts Christ's benefits, and the second is 
the doctrine found among some of the newer ones that the sacrament has an 
essentially different effect than God's Word, that Christ's body has a physical effect 
on our body, that through the enjoyment of Christ's body and blood our body is made 
whole, that the new resurrection body grows and increases as a result. 

Our church teaches, however, that the Lord's Supper does not work ex opere 
operato, not by the fact that we partake of it at all, that we partake of Christ's body 
and blood at all. The Lord's Supper is indeed the right medicine for our souls, through 
which our souls are healed to eternal life, but it does not work like earthly medicine, 
which already exerts its effect when it is merely taken, no matter what one may think 
and judge about its effect. The Lord's Supper demands faith. We confess: "He that 
believeth these words" (namely, the words of the Lord's Supper) "hath that which 
they say, and that which they say, namely, forgiveness of sins." As much as we 
emphasize on the one hand that the essence of the Sacrament does not depend on 
our faith, that in the Sacrament Christ's Body and Blood is really present and enjoyed 
by all, whether they believe it or not, if only it is administered according to Christ's 
institution, so much our Church also emphasizes on the other hand that faith, 
however, is necessary in order to obtain the benefit and fruit of the Sacrament, 
namely, forgiveness of sins’, life and blessedness. 

It cannot be otherwise. If the sacrament is really a means of grace, the hand 
of God, through which God gives and presents to us spiritual, heavenly goods, then 
it also demands from us the right organ to take hold of and accept these goods, and 
that is faith, true faith in Christ and his merit, in these words: "Given and shed for you 
for the remission of sins." "The word, For you requireth vain believing hearts." The 
Sacrament, as a means of grace, gives, works, strengthens, and increases this faith, 
but it also demands it. 


But the Scripture also expressly says that the sacrament does not work ex opere 


operato, that the mere bodily partaking of the body and blood of Christ is not enough 
to partake of the blessing of the sacrament, nay, that he who thus receives it eats 
and drinks unworthily, and enjoys it for judgment. For thus the apostle continues, 1 
Cor. 11: "Whosoever therefore shall eat of this bread unworthily, or drink of the cup 
of the Lord, is guilty of the body and blood of the Lord." (v. 27.) And therefore, after 
urging self-examination before partaking of the Lord's Supper, he goes on to say, 
"For whosoever eateth and drinketh unworthily eateth and drinketh judgment to 
himself, lest he should distinguish the body of the Lord." (V. 29.) With the little word 


xote the apostle concludes his words. 
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This word here is consecutive particle. It infers from what has gone before. The 
apostle now draws a conclusion from all that he had previously taught about the 
Lord's Supper. Since it is thus, as the apostle has explained, because the bread in 
the Lord's Supper is Christ's body, given for us, and this cup the new testament in his 
blood, because the Lord's Supper is the proclamation of Christ's death, it now follows 
that he who eats of it unworthily becomes guilty, sins against Christ's body and blood. 
The apostle wants his Corinthians, who were so careless about Holy Communion, to 
consider what a serious and important matter this act is, which Christ himself 
instituted, in which he himself gives us his body and blood for the forgiveness of sins, 
but that one can also eat and drink this meal unworthily and then severely sin against 
Christ's body and blood. But what does it mean to eat this bread or drink this cup 
unworthily? When does one partake of the Lord's Supper in an unworthy manner? 


The apostle himself gives us the explanation v. 29. when he says, py diaypivev 1) 
Oa TOD yopiov. The reading, however, is not quite certain in this verse. The best 


manuscripts omit dvacios and Tov yopiov, so that it would have to be translated, "For 
he that eateth and drinketh eateth and drinketh judgment to himself, if he distinguish 
not the body of the Lord." It does not much matter which reading we take as the 
original. The meaning remains the same. He who eats and drinks judgment to himself 
in the Lord's Supper is he who enjoys it unworthily. And by this he partakes of it 
unworthily, and so of himself to judgment, that he distinguisheth not the body of the 
Lord. We have heard before what it means not to discern the body of the Lord. That 
is, not to distinguish the body of the Lord from another common meal. This is what 
the Corinthians did. They celebrated the Lord's Supper like an ordinary meal, as the 
apostle explained in v. 20 ff. They did not celebrate the Lord's Supper in the way the 
Lord wanted and intended. Then one eats and drinks unworthily, if he does not 
distinguish the Lord's Supper from an ordinary meal, if he partakes of it in a way that 
does not correspond to its nature and purpose. Now the Lord has instituted his 
Supper, that in it he should present to us his body and blood, and so assure us of the 
forgiveness of sins. He therefore eats and drinks unworthily who does not believe 
these words, who does not believe that Christ's body was also given for him, that 
Christ's blood was also poured out for him, that he also has forgiveness of sins for 
Christ's sake, who therefore does not want to have these glorious goods which Christ 
gives him, but tramples them underfoot. Such a one does not distinguish the body of 
the Lord. Our Catechism rightly says: "He is rightly worthy and well-disposed," he 
enjoys this Sacrament not unworthily, but worthily, "who has faith in these words, 
Given and shed for you for the remission of sins. But he that hath this 
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He that believeth not the words, or doubteth not, is unworthy and unskilful: for the 
word, For you, requireth hearts of faith." We see this also from the fact that the Lord 
appointed and instituted this supper for his disciples. Only his disciples can enjoy this 
sacrament in a right and worthy manner. But disciples of Jesus are those, and those 
alone, who have the true faith that they have forgiveness of sins with God for Christ's 
sake. Only those who have true faith in Christ can enjoy this sacrament in a worthy 
manner; they know what they have in this meal of the Lord, and they distinguish the 
body of the Lord from an ordinary meal. 

Now because it is so, that they who eat unworthily of this bread, or drink of the 
cup of the Lord, not only have no blessing or benefit from this meal, but also sin 
thereby, become guilty of the body and blood of Christ, the apostle now exhorts his 
Corinthians further, "But let a man examine himself, and so eat of this bread, and 
drink of this cup." (V. 28.) Avxpwmug stands quite general, equal to éyactoc. Let every 
one that goeth to the Lord's Supper examine himself, let him judge himself (v. 31.), 
see whether he also goeth worthily to the Lord's Supper, whether he also have right 
faith in these words, "Given and shed for you for the remission of sins." Only then 
should he partake of this sacrament. On this admonition and demand of the apostle 
rests the institution of our church, that we do not yet administer the sacrament to 
children. Children cannot yet examine themselves. First they must be so far 
advanced in the knowledge of salvific doctrine, that they know what it is about sin 
and grace, for which the Lord has instituted his supper, etc. For this reason we also 
let examination and confirmation precede the first supper, so that the congregation 
may be convinced that the children who are now admitted to the Lord's Supper have 
really been promoted so far that they can examine themselves. Confession also has 
this purpose, not to replace the self-examination of the communicants, but to promote 
and deepen it. 

To make his exhortation to self-examination before the Lord's Supper even 
more forceful, Paul adds as a reason: "For he that eateth and drinketh unworthily 
eateth and drinketh judgment to himself, that he may not discern the body of the Lord. 
(v. 29.) It is no light thing to partake of the Lord's Supper unworthily. He that does so 
does not distinguish the body of the Lord from another common meal, sins against 
the body and blood of the Lord, and eats and drinks judgment to himself (xpiya iavtw 


éodiel yai mivel). ypiia means decision, verdict. According to the context, a punitive, a 
penal judgment is meant here. The apostle does not say 16 ypitua, but without an 


article, xpi. He does not think here of the judgment of God xar' éoyny, of the last 
judgment, of eternal damnation, but he says in general: 
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Judgment, sentence. He who goes to the Lord's table unworthily not only has no 
blessing or benefit from it, but only incurs punishment. God has placed in his 
Sacrament glorious and delicious goods, and he offers them to all who come to the 
Sacrament. But whoever does not accept these goods of grace in faith, whoever 
despises God's abundant grace and goodness, God will demand it of him, and he 
will incur God's punishment, God's judgment. 

What punishments and judgments of God the Corinthians had met with for the 
sake of their reckless contempt of the Lord's Supper, the apostle now passes on to 
v. 30. Xxx To#t0, because of this, that is, because so many took the Supper 
The apostle says that those who receive the Lord's Supper unworthily will be guilty 
of Christ's body and blood and will incur God's judgment, "because of this many of 
you are weak and sick, and a good portion sleep. There can be no doubt, from the 
context, that the apostle is not here speaking of spiritual sickness and spiritual sleep 
and death. These judgments, of which the apostle speaks, he represents as 
chastenings which befall Christians, that they be not condemned with the world. This 
cannot be said of spiritual sickness and spiritual death. The apostle here speaks of 
bodily sickness and infirmity and bodily death. The context and the expression show 
that the apostle is not thinking of an unhappy end, but of an early, untimely death 
that befalls believers as a punishment of their careless partaking of the Lord's 
Supper. So Paul clearly states here that God's judgments had befallen the 
Corinthians, in the form of bodily visitations, of sickness and early death, in 
consequence of their unworthy partaking of the Lord's Supper. We must not, 
however, imagine the matter as if the unworthy partaking of the Lord's Supper itself 
physically worked sickness and death. Just as the Scriptures know nothing of the 
fact that the faithful, worthy partaking of the body and blood of Christ has a physical 
effect, that thereby the germ of the resurrection body is nourished and strengthened 
in us, so they know nothing of the destructive effect of the unworthy partaking of the 
body and blood of Christ on our bodies, that therefore Christ's body and blood, when 
partaken of unworthily, act like a poison on our bodies. Here the apostle presents 
bodily sickness and death as God's judgment and punishment. This judgment, this 
punishment, is eaten and drunk by him who eats and drinks the Lord's Supper 
unworthily. By such unworthy enjoyment he draws down upon himself these bodily 
punishments. 

It is now further said, "For if we judged ourselves, we should not be judged." 
V. 31. the lectio recepta has si ydp. It is probably better to read si dé But if we judged 


ourselves. When we Christians judged ourselves (dieypivoyev), when we judged 
ourselves, us 

if we ourselves were always to examine seriously the intention with which we go to 
Holy Communion, we would not be judged, God's gifts would not be given to us, and 
we would not be judged. 
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If we were not to be judged and punished, we would escape these judgments. But 
when we are judged, when God's judgments actually strike us here in our bodily life, 
we are chastened by God. God chastens us by such judgments, not to destroy us, 
but to ride us, that we be not condemned with the world, the ungodly and unbelieving 
(xaTaxpI*WwHev). 

These verses show us clearly that even Christians, believing Christians, people 
who still believe in their Savior, can and often do partake of Holy Communion 
unworthily. That unbelievers and hypocrites partake of the sacrament unworthily, and 
thus become guilty of the body and blood of the Lord, is clear. But even Christians 
sometimes go to the Sacrament lightly. It is not a question, as Hofmann says, of a 
constant unworthiness of the recipient, but of a momentary unworthiness of 
reception. (p. 258.) As Christians also sometimes hear God's word without blessing, 
so they also sometimes come to the Lord's Supper, and do not consider what they 
do. They come only to fulfill a Christian duty, or out of old habit. They do not come, 
driven by their sin, to receive the treasures of grace which Christ offers and gives 
them. And so they do not distinguish the body of the Lord from another common 
meal. This is a very dangerous thing, when a Christian thus enters into contempt of 
the means of grace. If this happens often, his faith will be in great danger, his faith 
will soon be gone, he will soon lose his faith. He is in great danger of being damned 
with the world. For this reason the faithful God takes his Christians under control 
when they become careless in the use of the means of grace, the Holy Communion. 
He sends them many afflictions, bodily afflictions and sickness, so that they may 
wake up from their carelessness, so that they may become frightened and again 
notice and pay attention to God's word. It is therefore very necessary for Christians 
to watch carefully how and when they come to the Lord's table, so that they do not 
go there lightly and unworthily. It is to Christians that the apostle calls, and we also 
call, when we partake of the Lord's Supper: "Let a man examine himself, and so let 
him eat of this bread, and drink of this cup." 

At the end of his discourse the apostle then refers back to the beginning of it. 
He now exhorts the Christians, on the basis of his previous instruction, to arrange 
their love feast, at which they partook of the Lord's Supper, in such a way that they 
would not thereby be induced to the frivolous and unworthy enjoyment of the latter, 
and finally tells them that he wants to arrange the other, other less important things 
in relation to the Lord's Supper, the decision and arrangement of which the 
Corinthians had indeed referred to the apostle, but the completion of which was not 
particularly urgent, when he comes to them. 
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Finally, let us briefly consider who, according to the teaching of our Church, 
should be admitted to the Lord's Supper, and who should not. Here, too, our Church 
stands fully on the ground of the divine Word. Our Church teaches that the Lord has 
instituted His Supper "for us Christians to eat and drink." After all, the Lord gave his 
Supper to his disciples and said to them: "Eat, drink; this is my body, this is my blood. 
We administer this sacrament only to those who have been baptized and who 
confess their faith in Christ and do not in fact contradict this confession. In obedience 
to Christ we refuse this Sacrament to all the unbaptized, to all the evidently ungodly 
and impenitent, to those who live securely and carelessly in sin. The Lord has not 
ordained it for them, for they would receive the body and blood unworthy of Christ, 
and would only incur punishment and judgment. - Furthermore, we admit to the Lord's 
table only those who are able to examine themselves, as the apostle requires: "Let 
aman examine himself, and so let him eat of this bread and drink of this cup." We 
therefore do not administer the Lord's Supper to those who cannot examine 
themselves, e.g., children, the unconscious, the insane, etc. 

But our church also teaches that the Lord's Supper is a confession of unity of 
faith. She administers Holy Communion only to those who are in full unity of faith with 
her. It refuses it to all false believers who adhere to their false doctrine. It is precisely 
this principle: Lutheran altars for Lutheran Christians! that has brought our church 
much disgrace and continues to do so today. Because we do not let those of other 
faiths, false believers, go to communion with us, and we do not go to communion 
with them, we are accused of unkindness, of judging the heart, of Pharisaic self- 
righteousness and self-conceit. It is we, they say, who are causing division and 
trouble in the church. We went far beyond Christ's command. Christ had ordained 
his Lord's Supper for Christians, for all believing Christians. But now, as our church 
itself confesses, there are Christians, dear children of God, even in the false- 
believing churches, in which essential parts of the Word of God are still taught. It is 
therefore against Christ's will and command to exclude such from the Lord's Supper. 
Is this practice of our church also founded on God's word, so that we must remain 
with it in spite of all the reproach that is heaped upon us because of it, especially in 
our unionist times? 

We base our practice of communicating only with those who profess the same 
faith with us especially on 1 Cor. 10:17, where the apostle says that we are all one 
body, because in the Lord's Supper we are all made partakers of one bread. We 


have already seen what these words mean. The apostle uses the word Bwuya. ina 


very general sense, like body, organism. Those who go together to the table of the 
Lord and partake of one bread. 
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They are one body, not Christ's real, natural body, nor Christ's spiritual body, the 
church, but one body, one body, one organism. By partaking of the Lord's Supper 
together, through which they are most closely united with Christ, they enter into the 
closest and most intimate fellowship, into communion of faith, even among 
themselves. All those who partake of the Lord's Supper together confess by this act 
that they belong together most closely, as members of one body. By this very act 
they acknowledge themselves as brothers and sisters in the faith, who stand with us 
on the same ground of faith, who confess with us One Lord, One Faith, One Baptism, 
One Hope, One God and Father of us all. According to the words of the apostle, 
communion is indeed confessional communion, the Lord's Supper a confession of 
unity of faith. What then is the situation when we admit false believers to the Lord's 
Supper or partake of the Lord's Supper at their altars? We recognize them as fellow 
believers, which they really are not. We acknowledge them as confessing with us 
one Lord, one faith, one baptism, when in fact this is not so. We enter into the closest 
and most intimate brotherly fellowship with them, without there being unity of spirit 
and faith. Our confession would be a lie. We enter into close and intimate fellowship 
of faith with those of whom the Lord would have us have no fellowship, but separate 
ourselves from them and depart from them. On the basis of Scripture, therefore, we 
cannot enter into communion with those who lead another doctrine besides the 
doctrine we have learned from the prophets and apostles. We must, in spite of all 
dishonor and misjudgment, stand by our Lutheran practice concerning the Lord's 
Supper on the basis of the Word of God. 

But this word of the apostle, that we, who are partakers of one bread, are one 
body, teaches us still more. By partaking of the Lord's Supper together, Christians 
enter into the closest and most intimate fellowship, as members of one body. In the 
same way, heartfelt brotherly love should unite those who come together to the table 
of the Lord. It is an absurdity when those communicate together who are enemies 
to one another, who are divided and have not yet been reconciled, or those who 
have given offense to a whole congregation and have not yet put it behind them. On 
the basis of this word, 1 Cor. 10:17, we also exclude such from the Lord's Supper 
until this obstacle is removed. 

Thus, our Lutheran doctrine and practice concerning the Lord's Supper rests 
on God's Word alone. God grant that we may always hold fast to this doctrine! 

G.M. 
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Theological Dicta Classica. 


(Found in Luther's works.) 


De Magistratu Politico. 


(Conclusion.) 
16. "The oral sword shall remain with the preachers, and consequently with 
the secular regiments" the office of Faust." (VII, 1745.) 

Nota. Only he who has not read the passage in Volume VII, 1742-1745, can say 
that Luther is the patron of caesareopapia. If anyone ever taught that the Church must 
not be tyrannized by princes, it was our Luther. - | cannot help but give a few short 
excerpts from Luther's excellent sermon on John 2:13-16. 

"The two rods and swords must be distinguished, that one may not fall into the 
office of the other." (§ 28.) 

"And | exhort you, who are to be teachers of conscience and of the Christian 
church, see to it that you keep the difference. For if it be mixed, nothing will come of 
it. For immediately the prince says, "Listen, preacher, teach me this way and that, and 
do not rebuke or punish me in this way," it is mixed. Again, if a preacher also pretend: 
Hear thou, authorities or judges, thou shalt do justice as | will, it is also unjust. For | 
am to say, Thou hast thy rights, laws, custom, and manner; therefore thou mayest not 
do justice according to my head and will, or according to my writing, but according to 
thy laws." (§ 29.) 

"For if the princes want to mix such things together, as they are doing now" (in 
1538 Luther preached this sermon), "God help us that we may not live long, lest we 
see such misfortune." (§ 33.) Vide X, 1906, § 6. 

In 1538 Luther wrote a visitation booklet. In this booklet the following words 
occur, which one should take to heart: "Then we have played our conscience, and 
held to the office of love (which is common and commanded to all Christians), and 
humbly with [submissive, diligent] petition approached the most noble, highborn 
prince and lord, Lord John, Duke of Saxony . . . and our certain temporal authority, 
decreed by God: that his chursursts liche graces out of Christian love (for they are 


not guilty according to temporal authority) and for God's sake ... wanted to demand 
and order some capable persons to such office." 

In "“Lutheri Antwort auf die ihm zugeschickte Fragen von den 
Menschenensatzungen" occur the following sayings, which in the original read thus: 


"Episcopus, ut episcopus, nullam habet potestatem super ecclesiam suam ullius traditionis aut 


ceremoniae imponendae, nisi consensu 
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ecclesiae, vel expresso vel tacito. Quia ecclesia est libera et domina, et episcopi non debent 
dominari fidei ecclesiarum, nec invitas onerare aut opprimere. Sunt enim ministri et 


oeconomi tantum, non ecclesiae domini." (De Wette, "Letters," etc. IV, p. 106.) ("A 
bishop, as a bishop, has no power to interpret to his church some statute or 
ceremonial, without the consent of the church, in plain words, or by implication. 
Because the church is free and ruler (woman), and bishops may not rule over the 
faith of the churches, nor complain and molest them against their will. For they are 
only servants and stewards; but not masters of the Church." Walch XVI, 1207, 8 5.) 

"Episcopus ut princeps multo minus potest super ecclesiam imponere quidquam, quia 
hoc esset prorsus confundere has duas potestates, et tum vere esset allotrioepiscopus, et nos, 
si admitteremus eum, essemus paris sacrilegii rei. Ibi potius est moriendum contra hanc 


iniquitatem et impietatem. Loquor de ecclesia, distincta jam a civitate politica." (I. c.) ("The 
bishop, as a prince, can still less impose anything on the church, for that would be 
to mix the two authorities together, and there he would be quite an allotrioepiscopus, 
or a bishop reaching into other people's things; and if we let him have his way in this, 
we would be guilty of the same robbery of the church. Here we must rather leave life 
than permit such impiety and injustice. | speak of the church, as something particular 
to the police." (I. c.) - Thus Luther wrote to Melanchthon, July 21, 1530. 

17. "Fire does not destroy heresy." (XXI, 445.) 

Nota. "Heresy is a spiritual thing, that cannot be hewn with iron, burned with 
fire, drowned with water." (X, 461, 8 53.) Vide XI, 329, 8 3. XIII, 673, § 38. 

"Some heretics are rebellious, who publicly teach that one should not suffer 
authority. They say that no Christian should be in a position of authority. Item, that 
one should have nothing of his own, but should run away from wife and child, leave 
house and farm, or have and hold all things in common. These are to be punished 
by the authorities, without a doubt, as those who publicly strive against worldly rights 
and authorities, Rom. 13, 2. For they are not badly heretics alone, but as rebels they 
attack the authorities and their government and order; just as a thief attacks other 
people's property, a murderer other people's bodies, and an adulterer other people's 
spouses, all of which is not to be suffered." (V, 1055, 8 52. "Interpretation of the 82nd 
Psalm." Anno 1530.) 

18. "Where the authorities do not help us, let us suffer injustice." (I, 2204, 8 
296.) 

Nota. "But if you have denounced to the authorities the injustice or violence 
that has befallen you, and yet they have not helped you, you are to be judged by 
them. 
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you will have to bear the damage, and you will know that you are not to blame, but 
that you have done what you were obliged to do. But the authorities, if they are 
negligent in their office, will not escape punishment." (I. c., § 304.) 


19. "Rotterianism never came to a good end." (XVI, 88, § 3.) 

Nota. "God hath kept strict charge of this word every where: 'Then said JEsus 
unto him, Put up thy sword into his place: for he that taketh the sword shall perish by 
the sword." (I. c.) "In short, both tyrants and mobs God is hostile to." (I. c.) "Uebel is 
turned into Aergers.” (X, 413, § 11.) "That the authorities are wicked and unjust, 
excuses neither riot nor sedition; for to punish wickedness, that belongs not to any 
one, but to the authorities that wield the sword." (XVI, 67, 8 7.) 


20. "Over a public seditionist every man is both chief judge and executioner." 
(XVI, 93, 8 3.) 

Nota. "As when a fire is kindled, he that is first able to quench it is the best. For 
sedition is not a bad murder, but like a great fire that kindles and devastates a land; 
so sedition brings with it a land full of murder, bloodshed, and makes widows and 
orphans, and destroys everything, like the greatest calamity. Therefore, let anyone 
who is able to do so strike, choke, and stab, secretly or publicly, and remember that 
nothing can be more poisonous, more harmful, or more devilish than a rebellious man. 
As when a mad dog must be beaten to death; if thou smite not, he smites thee, and a 
whole country with thee." (I. c.) 

Luther explains himself in more detail in 8 50-52. 8 50, for example, reads: 
"Finally, one would like to say: You yourself teach sedition, because you say that one 
should quickly strike and stab the seditious whoever can, each one being the highest 
judge and executioner in this case. Here | answer: My booklet is not written against 
evil doers, but against the rebellious: but you must distinguish a rebel far, far from a 
murderer or a robber, or any other evil doer. For a murderer or other evil-doer leaves 
the head and the authority and attacks only his members or goods; indeed, he is afraid 
of the authority. Therefore, since the head remains, let no one attack such a murderer, 
because the head can punish him; but wait for the judgment and command of the 
head, to whom God has commanded the sword and office to punish." 


"Sedition is a crimen laesae majestatis... Such a vice as offends against majesty." 
(VIII, 895.) 


562Theological Dicta Classica. 


21. "What belongs to housekeeping and policing is subject to reason." (V, 
1170, § 220.) 

Nota. "The secular realm is to deal only with what reason can grasp." (Ill, 1490, 
§ 38.) 


"Therefore a prince must have the law as firmly in his hand as the sword, and 
measure with his own reason when and where the law is to be used or alleviated 
according to severity, so that reason always rules over all law, and the supreme law 
and master of all right remains reason." (X, 467, § 64.) 

"Wisdom is empress in the (temporal) regiment." (Ill, 2442, § 35.) "God hath 
comprehended the kingdom of the world in reason: and there hath he given wit 
enough to govern corporeal things." (Ill, 1489.) 

22. "If we were all Christians, we should not be allowed of the secular sword 
and protection." (Ill, 174, § 47. Anno 1527.) 


Nota. "But before the fall there was no police, nor was it necessary. For the 
police are a necessary help and remedy for corrupt nature. For the lusts and inward 
impulses must be warded off by the coercion of laws and punishment, so that they 
do not run too free and wide. Therefore one could rightly call the police a kingdom of 
sin, as Paul also calls Rom. 8, 2. Moses a servant of death and sins. For this is the 
main purpose of the police, to prevent sin, as Paul says in Romans 13:4: "Therefore, 
if men had not become wicked through sin, there would have been no need for the 
police, or for worldly rule and order, but Adam and his descendants would have lived 
in the greatest joy, peace, and safety, and would have been able to defend and do 
more with one finger than all swords, wheels, and gallows are able to do now. Neither 
would there have been a robber, nor a murderer, nor a thief, nor a slanderer, nor a 
liar: what need would there have been of laws, or of political ordination, which is like 
a branding-iron and an abominable medicine, by which the hurtful members are cut 
off, that the others may remain sound?" (I, 187, § 88.) The original says: "Politia ante 
peccatum nulla fuit." And, "Politia est necessarium remedium corruptae naturae." Luther, 
therefore, does not speak of any particular activity of the authorities, but of the whole 
state; hence he makes use of the expression "politia," which is derived from. 

23. "However good and pious the authorities may be, they have but half an 
eye." (I, 2207, § 302.) 

Nota. "God hath general rule over all, for he it is that hath the common and the 
whole eye, and seeth all things; and there is nothing that he should not know." (1. 
6.) 
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"For let the authority be what it will, it is not of men, else it would not be safe 
for one hour: if God did not keep it by force, Mr. Omnes would put them all to death. 
Therefore, because it is God's violence and order, you must look at it as if you saw 
God. Wherever he wills it, there his glory shall follow. - Go ahead, humble yourself, 
and give her the glory." (Ill, 786, § 15.) 

Addition. In the review of Luther's writing: "Von weltlicher Obrigkeit, wie weit 
man ihr Gehorsam schuldig sei," dated New Year's Day 1523, the great Luther 
connoisseur Julius Késtlin writes the following at the end: "Luther later once said of 
himself, whose teaching was rebelliously scolded: | would like to boast that since the 
time of the apostles, the secular sword and authority have never been so clearly 
described and gloriously praised, as even my enemies must confess, as through 
me.' In fact, it was he who first brought to the fore the full and independent authority 
of the temporal government in relation to those Catholic views. At the same time, his 
explanations and interpretations of Scripture, as we have before us in the first part 
of this booklet, already rejected in advance the teaching of later Anabaptists, 
according to which the use of external force and the sword should only be a matter 
for the children of the world and not for true Christians. No less was the 
independence of the constitution and legislation of the state, which was to be formed 
by human reason, already defended by Luther's statements of that time against the 
opinion, which arose immediately thereafter, as if a state of Christians had to make 
the civil laws given in the holy Scriptures, namely in the Old Testament, its own. In 
what he says about the limitation of the temporal kingdom to the spiritual kingdom, 
we find the fundamental principles of a hitherto unknown separation of the two 
spheres, and an unheard-of and infinitely significant testimony to the freedom of 
conscience in Catholic Christianity." ("Martin Luther. His Life and Writings." |, 621.) 

Aug. Schuessler. 
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D. Martin Luthers Sammtliche Schriften, herausgegeben von D. Joh. Georg 
Walch. Volume XXlb. Luther's letters, together with the most important 
letters addressed to him, and some other strikingly interesting writings. 
Second part: Letters from the year 1533 to 1546. Published anew on behalf 
of the Ministry of the German Lutheran Synod of Missouri, Ohio and others. 


XXXII pages and 1727 columns. 4°. St. Louis, Mo. Concordia Publishing 


House. 1904. bound in sheepskin. Price: $3.50. 

This second part of the twenty-first volume contains Luther's letters from 1533 to 1546. In 
his preface, Prof. A. F. Hoppe writes: "With this volume, by God's grace, the complete letters of 
Luther have been reissued. Hoppe writes: "With this volume, by God's grace, the re-edition of 
the complete letters of Luther is now complete. 
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Writings of Luther after D. Joh. G. Walch completed. Praise, glory and thanks be to God, who 
has faithfully assisted us in this great work for twenty-four years. May He grant that these glorious 
writings may also be diligently read, so that through the God-enlightened Luther we may ever 
better attain the right understanding of the writings given by God, and, like him, grasp and hold 
them in fervent faith. May God grant this, for the sake of Jesus Christ, His only Son, our Saviour, 
Amen : 


Christian Worldview. Cosmogony and Astronomy, or, The Origin and 
Constitution of the World. By F. E. Pasche, pastor at Sioux Falls, S. Dak. 
241 pp. 8°. To be obtained from the author. Price: $1.00. 


Although we do not have sufficient astronomical knowledge to pass a competent judgment 
on the correctness of the astronomical data contained in this interesting book, and although we 
are of the opinion that not all biblical passages must be understood in the way the author 
interprets them, it nevertheless seems to us that P. Pasche has not put too many hard nuts 
between the teeth of the Copernicans. F. B. 


Ecclesiastical contemporary history. 


I. America. 

"The Lutheran Herald of December 10 writes: "In its November issue, Lehre und 
Wehre* publishes Dr. Pick's article, which appeared in the Herold (No. 459), and makes the 
following comment: 'How a Lutheran theologian can pass such a judgment on Harnack, and how 
a Lutheran newspaper can take up such a judgment, is incomprehensible to us'.... We accepted 
Dr. Pick's article with reservation, for which he made himself responsible by signing his name. 
But so that readers would know where the 'Herold' stood on the Harnack question, he spoke out 
clearly in No. 460. 'Lehre und Wehre' probably overlooked this.... Moreover, 'Lehre und Wehre' 
finds in the same number of the 'Herold' (460) two very solid articles on Harnack, one from 
Steininger's pen, the other by P. Reinhold Tappert. 'Lehre und Wehre' may have overlooked 
these two articles as well, so it brings its readers only half the truth, merely to put the 'Herold' in 
a crooked light." - In the article to which we have referred, Dr. Pick breaks a lance for Harnack 
and German scientific theology. Of Harnack he urtheilt, "He is all right.” With reference to such 
an article the "Herold" now declares: "We are now of the opinion that a church paper may well 
take up articles which do not entirely agree with the direction of the paper, provided that it clearly 
defines its own view." This is obviously indifferentism, which tolerates error and does not deny it 
any justification. The principle which the "Herold" sets up is a Unionist and not a Lutheran one. 
F- B. 


Church fellowship with the false believers is thus justified by the Lutheran World 
of 15 December: "If Lutheranism holds the truth in greater measure than some other systems, 
as we think it does, then certainly it is not going to bear its testimony most efficiently by 
segregating itself in a corner with its light under a bushel, as it were. There are, as it seems to 
us, proper limitations to what the Standard calls ‘unionistic practices.’ But as it looks to us, 
Lutherans will but conserve and advance Lutheranism by some commingling with peoples of 
other faiths and intelligently and kindly, as opportunity offers, standing up for their cherished 
Lutheran beliefs and practices. Our 
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observation and experience lead us to regard this as the better way. If a man's 
Lutheranism is of so much flabbiness as to be unable to maintain its consistency 
and integrity when it comes up against the views of other good people, in our 
judgment it is too feeble to be identified and classified as the real thing." A 
Christian theologian must be able to prove of everything he claims as such that God 
teaches it in his word. It is rationalism to answer, as Lutheran World does, theological 
questions according to feeling, or according to one's own views, opinions, experiences, 
and observations. It is from this position that the Lutheran World describes the refusal 
of Missourians to have prayer fellowship with Ohioans "as a reproach to our 
denomination, as a bit of hairsplitting legalism worthy of the scribes and rabbins 
who overlaid the law with interpretations that were inexcusable and burdensome." 
The Lutheran World blasphemes a duty commanded by God to all Christians because 
it judges according to carnal reason instead of the clear Word of God. F.B. 

Unionism with Jews and Papists in General Synod. In the Lutheran Observer of 9 
December, Dr. Rhodes reported on the World's Fair in St. Louis, including the 
following: "One thing more challenges our reverent attention. The Exposition 
management is to be commended for suggesting a union Thanksgiving Service in 
Festival Hall on the day appointed by the President. It indeed was a memorable 
meeting. The great auditorium was filled to more than its seating capacity. A 
joyous, grateful service it was, in some respects singularly unique. After an 
invocation, the President's proclamation was read by the president of the 
Exposition, Hon. D. R. Francis. At the close, the Right Rev. John G. Glennon, 
Archbishop of the Catholic Church, took the chair, and presided with grace to the 
end. The first speaker he introduced was Rabbi Leon Harrison. The writer (Dr. 
Rhodes) was the second speaker on the program, and he only mentions it to say 
that he was announced by his grace, the Archbishop, without any hesitation in his 
speech, as the 'pastor of St. Mark's Evangelical Lutheran Church, this city.’ The 
writer has never participated in a meeting like this, nor is it likely he ever will 
again. The fellowship was most pleasing, and whilst every one was true to his 
conviction, there was no jar on the feelings of the most exclusive. We venture to 
say that there is no other place on earth where such a meeting could have been 
held. It was the frank expression of religious liberty in America, and on this 
memorable occasion it spoke to the world. We thank God that when the history of 
this great world-enterprise is written and read by the generations to come, this 
Thanksgiving service will form part of the record. The Louisiana Purchase 
Exposition could have had no nobler coronation at its close than this devout 
recognition of Him 'who is wonderful in counsel and excellent in wisdom." - There 
are not a few in the General Synod who take no pleasure in the shameful denial of the 
truth of which Dr. Rhodes is guilty. And yet Dr. Rhodes has only consistently carried 
out the principle which all in General Synod hold! F.B. 

Liberal theology among Presbyterians. Tie Cumberland Presbyterian, the organ 
of the Arminian Presbyterians, writes Nov. 23: "Say what we please about these 
views, it is evident to every thinking man that the spirit of our times protests 
against confinement within the narrow limits of a cut and dried theology. In the 
realm of theology, as everywhere else, growth means change. It is still folly to try 
to keep new wine in old 
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bottles, and this is the folly of which they are guilty who insist that men must always be 
content with Confessional statements which, at best, are but feeble attempts to express in few 


words a purely human formulation of revealed truth." At the same time the paper professes 
the liberal sayings of the Universalist and Unitarian-minded Dr. Carter and Dr. Sawyer, who 


writes: "The old theology, systematic, scholastic, dogmatic, is an incubus to be rid of, a bold 
anachronism as troublesome as Knox, or Calvin, or even Edwards, would be in our pulpits or 
social circles to-day." Nor is there any lack of liberal spirits among the Calvinistic Presbyterians. 


The Presbyterian of December 14, therefore, fears that union between the Presbyterians and the 
Cumberland Presbyterians will result first in the reign of Liberalism, then in separation of the 
Conservatives. F.B. 


Union Theological Seminary in New York, notorious especially for Drs. Briggs and 
McGiffert, no longer requires its trustees and professors to sign the Westminster Confession. 
Union Seminary has hitherto been regarded as a Presbyterian institution. It has now openly shed 
that character. The Congregationalist writes: "Union Seminary has never been under the jurisdiction 
of the Presbyterian Church, though its General Assembly has frequently attempted to exercise control 
of it. The announcement is not a new departure, but only the removal of a condition which was a later 
addition to the constitution of the seminary and its articles of incorporation. It shows the seminary 
avowedly where already it was actually -free from denominational supervision. It can hardly be doubted 
that this step will Increase the popularity of the institution, and we believe that its usefulness will also 
be increased. The tendency of the study of religion in our time is to follow the truth whithersoever it 
may lead. The tendency in denominations, perhaps especially emphasized in the Presbyterian body, is 


to encourage following the truth within the limits of what is called 'sound doctrine." - He who will not 
be guided in religious and theological matters exclusively by the Holy Scriptures is an enemy of 
the truth. Only he who follows the Bible, wherever it may lead, is on the path of truth. All other 
torches which "theological science" boasts of are will-o'-the-wisps into the mire of falsehood. F. 
B. 


Unbelief among Congregationalists. The Congregationalist from the 
10. December writes: "A Congregational minister, for example, who regards Higher 
Criticism of the Bible as one of the chief sins of the age, has lately published an article 
affirming that ‘all the leading colleges of the East, and all our technical Congregational 
seminaries both East and West are in active sympathy with the principles and methods of 
Higher Criticism.’ 'Whole associations are dominated by views which defy all the Protestant 
confessions.’ Another minister, commenting with approval on the article from which we have 
quoted, concludes that the best that can be said of Congregational churches in the United 
States is that they are about equally divided between those who cling to the everlasting gospel 
of God's dear Son and those 'who have betrayed their Lord and Savior for far less than thirty 


pieces of silver." - The Congregationalist does not deny the facts here stated, but thinks that the 
very generality of the critical movement is indicated by the fact that it is under the direction of the 
Holy Spirit. This agrees with the basic congregationalist views, according to which it is not God's 
Word but the majority that decides on faith and confession in the church. F. B. 
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That Dr. Lyman Abbott was one of the most liberal theologians in our country was 
generally known. But there were still people who believed that he was a Christian; and he himself, 
at least in former times, wanted to be considered a Christian. That the man had long since thrown 
all Christianity overboard was perfectly clear to all who still know what Christianity is. But now he 
has publicly renounced Christianity himself. On December 18, in Cambridge, Mass., he gave a 
speech in the evening in Appleton Chapel before an assembly of students of Harvard University, 
in which he formally renounced Christianity and professed the most naked paganism. Among 


other things, he said: "I wonder if you students at Harvard will understand me when I say that I no 
longer believe in a great first cause. Monday the newspapers will get hold of this and brand me as a 
heretic. My God is a great and ever present force, which is manifest in all the activities of man and all 
the workings of nature. I believe in a God who is in and through and of everything-not an absentee God, 
to whom we have to travel through a Bible or a priest or some other outside aid, but a God who is closer 
to us than hands or feet. Science, literature, and history tell us that there is one eternal energy; that the 
Bible no longer can be accepted as ultimate; that many of its laws were copied from other religions; that 
the Ten Commandments did not spring spontaneously from Moses, but were, like all laws, a gradual 


growth, and that man is a creature, not a creation.” The only thing to wonder about in this explanation 
is the fact that the poor man talks as if he were saying something quite new, while his creed is 
nothing but a repetition of what old and new heathens have already said and explained who 


knows how many times. So according to Abbott there is no "great first cause". Surely the world 
came into existence through a "seeond eause"! ? Abbott does not need the God of the Bible 
anymore, because according to Gen. 1 he is the "first cause". Instead he believes in "one eternal 
energy". As what? As “first cause"? No, there is no such thing. Well, as what? Verily, "The fool 
hath said in his heart, There is no God!" 1. A. F. 

"They have not solved a single religious problem of any importance in 60 years." This is 


the opinion of Dr. Harper, President of the University of Chicago, about the theological 
seminaries of our country. He is of the opinion that only universities are able to accomplish this. 
It is true that the German universities in particular, which Harper has taken as his model, have 
set themselves the task of solving theological problems, i.e., of explaining the mysteries of the 
Christian religion rationally, or even, with Harnack, Delitzsch, Pfleiderer, and Trdéltsch, of 


understanding the whole of Christianity as a natural evolution. Also at the "World's Fair 


International Congress of Arts and Sciences" held in St. Louis, Harnack and consorts talked a 


lot about solving theological problems. But what these "world-famous theologians" have so far 
accomplished in their "science" is hardly likely to reach the samples which the airshipmen in St. 
Louis gave of their dubious art. The theologians who want to solve the problems of Christianity 


must not be taken entirely seriously. Harnack, "Pike," Aeronautics, and Union Service in 
Festival Hall with Rabbi Harrison, Dr. Rhodes, and Archbishop Glennon, - that is a concinne 


Classification. And Dr. Harper and the University of Chicago will not get much farther in solving 


theological problems. It is not a censure, but the highest praise, when a theological seminary can 
be said with truth to have solved no problems, and principally not to solve any problems, but to 
stick to the teachings of Holy Scripture. F. B. 
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"The New Evangelism"-so writes the Congregationalist-"is a somewhat indefinite and 
elastic term frequently used of late to characterize the unusual religious interest evident here 
and there throughout the country. Perhaps as good a description of it on the theoretical side 
as has been published was that made by President King of Oberlin in a series of three 
contributions to our paper early in 1903. For the popular comprehension it may be sufficient 
now to say that the new evangelism so far as it has been advocated and put into operation is 
supposed in its approach to have regard to the prevailing intellectual temper of the times, to 
avoid the mechanical and sensational devices sometimes employed in former times, and to 
put religion not in opposition to, but in proper relations with, education, culture, and all the 


other just and important concerns of human life in the modem world."-The new evangelists 
hereafter want a gospel which adapts itself to modern man with his unbelief, a gospel which is 
no longer an annoyance to the Jew and a foolishness to the Greek, because it leaves to the 
former his works and his Pharisaism and to the latter his conceit and pride of knowledge. But of 
an evangelist who destroys the old gospel, the apostle says, Avd@eua got. Gal. 1, 8. F. 
B. 


Guessing Contests. The Apologist writes: "At a Cabinet meeting of the federal government 
on November 29, the Solicitor General delivered the long-awaited decision referring to all 
guessing contests in newspapers, magazines and other publications. It declares that all such 


guessing contests are ‘lotteries’. The Postmaster General will proceed on the basis of this 


decision and exclude all newspapers that publish such guessing contests from mail delivery. The 
Advocate General says in his decision that in each of these cases thousands invest small sums 
in the hope and expectation of winning large sums; only a very small percentage realize these 
expectations. Thousands receive nothing. This gambling is nothing but a lottery in disguise. He 
also cites a decision of the Court of Appeals of New York of August 4, 1904, according to which 
any enterprise that lacks the elements of a legitimate business is a lottery. " F. B. 


11. Abroad. 


Angerstein (Lodz, Russia) writes about the Missouri Synod in his "Ev.-luth. 
Kirchenblatt": "I saw much, very much in St. Louis and at the exhibition, but that was not the 
most important thing that drew me there; my desire had rather been for many years to become 
acquainted with the leaders of the Missouri Synod, which has its seat here. Now | took advantage 
of the opportunity and stayed a week longer than Cook's leadership program read to attend 
lectures at Concordia Lutheran Seminary. With awe | entered the beautiful large building where 
the leader of the Missouri Synod, Professor D. Walther, once taught. Walther had always been 
dear to me because of his clear, transparent sermons. Even as a student | had a warm interest 
in the MissouriSynod. | was not privileged to know Walther personally, only to stand at his grave; 
but of that later. Now | will only mention that his spirit has passed on to his students, the present 
professors of the Seminary; for all of them, except Prof. St6éckhardt, once sat at his feet as 
students, and now continue to teach in his spirit and mind.... From the lectures | had above all 
the impression that the students were taught no less 
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The students have to translate the Bible from the basic text, from Hebrew and Greek, in the 
exegetical lectures, and they hear dogmatics in Latin. At the examination which | was privileged 
to attend, the students were also examined in Latin in dogmatics.... The Missouri Synod lays 
special stress on parochial schools with religious instruction and with the German language, and 
requires its pastors to hold schools themselves in smaller congregations as long as no teacher 
can be employed. The conditions in the state schools also explain the emergence of the Sunday 
schools, where the children are taught not only religion, but, as far as it is necessary, also 
German reading. Such Sunday schools are not sufficient for the Missouri Synod, which is why it 
rightly urges the establishment of parochial schools in all Lutheran congregations. These schools 
are a blessing to the congregations; what they accomplish | could see at the Exposition. The 
Missouri Synod, besides its beautiful printed matter, has on exhibition books and notebooks of 
its pupils, which are quite carefully written. In teaching, everything is directed to instill in the child 
a love for the Lutheran Church, and to fortify him in pure doctrine. " F.B. 

D. von Bodelschwingh writes about theology at the German universities: "A flood of 
faithless and impious criticism from the theological chairs of our German universities pours 
unstoppably over our poor theological youth and shakes the foundation of our faith, namely the 
Holy Scriptures. Many father and mother tears cry out against such cruel shepherds of souls on 
Protestant chairs. They offer themselves to prepare ministers for the church, and although they 
know perfectly well that their students are to commit themselves over a small thing to conduct 
the ministry of the word to their congregations on the basis of the holy Scriptures and the 
confessional writings, yet they know nothing more eagerly to do than to make the holy Scriptures 
suspicious to them. | would much rather strike stones than do such work. Who forces people to 
do such cruel work?... They are in part quite small spirits, miserable fellows, empty hearts, clouds 
without water, driven about by the wind of vanity, bare, barren trees. Without thorough 
scholarship and without a thirst for truth and conscience, without earnestness, they nevertheless 
consider it necessary to earn the spurs of professorship by getting to grips with some book of 
the Holy Scriptures and making it suspect on all sides. They flatter their poor pupils and make 
them believe that they could write such an apostolic letter at least as well, that they could 
compose such a psalm themselves just as well, that their psalms would be even better than 
David's psalms. And they by no means stop at the outer shells of holy Scripture, at the criticism 
of the text, etc., but one soon notices the intention: the whole ground must be overthrown; the 
whole Scripture is finally to become only one of its fairy tale books, like other books more, which 
no longer touches and binds any conscience, puts its own reason, its own flesh and blood on 
the throne." (Freimund.) 

Prof. Weinel in Jena, hitherto in Bonn, who excited the minds two years ago with his 
evangelistic lectures in Solingen, recently appeared in Céln. According to the "Céln. Ztg." he 
spoke to an unusually large audience on the question: "Who was Jesus? The belief in the Trinity, 
the "deity of Christ and the atoning death of Jesus" was a "human growth" that stood deep below 
the height of the concept of God Jefu. Jesus, he said, was born a man, passed through life, and 
died. "This man stood in an intimate relationship with God, such as no other man has ever had, 
and he took the name of the Son of God. 
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God he rightly attached to himself. How could the miraculous structure of the Christian world 

religion be built on this life? Only through the all-overpowering power of the personality of Jesus, 

which still made itself known to the disciples in visions after the death of its bearer and filled them 

with the certainty that Jesus was alive or, according to their knowledge of natural processes, had 

risen from the dead." The liberal "Céln. Ztg." thinks that what critical science can say about the 

life and person of Jesus is like a great field of rubble. We cannot give a better criticism. 
(A. E. L. K.) 

The Association of Friends of the "Christian World" passed the following resolutions in 
Eisenach: "1. We advocate the unconditional freedom of theological scholarship and the right of 
public discussion of its results as an indispensable condition for the healthy development of 
evangelical piety among our people. We demand freedom of conviction for future Protestant 
clergy and teachers and protection of those in office against narrow-minded formulation and 
handling of doctrinal regulations, as well as against arbitrary censorship of the exercise of civic 
rights as the basis of the indispensable confidence of the congregations in their effectiveness. 
(3) While fully recognizing the necessity of external church order, we fight against the addiction 
to uniformize church life, especially its worship, according to rigid rules, since the diversity of 
forms can only promote a richer development of life. We consider it an urgent task to honestly 
satisfy the need for clarification and deepening of religious knowledge, which has awakened in 
wide circles, because only in this way can the turning away of large masses from evangelical 
Christianity be prevented. Furthermore, the General Assembly urged the members of the 
Association: 1. to be zealous in organizing lectures and series of lectures on religious and 
ecclesiastical topics and discussions in order to win the laity of all classes for the Gospel and to 
cultivate this as a main task of the existing local Associations; 2. To assist in the collection of a 
relief fund for extraordinary emergencies; 3. To work in their synodal activity, without prejudice 
to the affiliation of the individual to various national church groups and parties, especially for the 
following reforms: a. Revision of ordination vows and confessional obligations; b. Restriction of 
doctrinal discipline to cases of notorious offence; c. Transfer of discipline over the clergy to an 
independent and expert court; d. Greater liturgical freedom of movement; e. Protection of 
congregations, clergy, and teachers against arbitrary expansion of the powers of church 
authorities and synods; f. Defense against the rape of minorities." - "Unconditional freedom of 
theological scholarship" is synonymous with complete emancipation from God and His Word. F. 
B. 

Conversion and Resignation in the Saxon Regional Church. An overview of the 
conversions and resignations that have taken place in the Kingdom of Saxony in the last five 
years is published by the Lutheran State Consistory. According to this (as reported in the "Leipz. 
Tgbl."), in the period from 1899 to 1903 inclusive, a total of 4931 persons converted to the 
Landeskirche, while 4703 persons left. Among those who converted were 4061 Catholics (equal 
to 82.3 percent of all conversions), 192 Apostolics, 149 Israelites, 142 Methodists, 111 
Dissidents, 80 German Catholics, 48 Baptists, 44 Lutherans, 26 Reformed and 78 members of 
other confessions and sects; of those who left, 2029 went over to the Apostolic congregation, 
879 to the Methodists, 246 to the Lutherans, 245 to the Dissidents, 236 to the Catholic Church, 
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190 to the Baptists, 119 to the Lutherans, 74 to the Reformed Church, 15 to the Herrnhuters, 9 
to Judaism, and 661 to the Temple Church and other sects. As for the Apostolics, they are now 
divided into Apostolic and New Apostolic congregations. In recent years the New Apostolic 
congregations in particular have gained greatly through conversions. By the way, according to 
the report of the state consistory, a Buddhist congregation is being formed in Leipzig. 

(E. K. Z.) 

Forty years ago, when Danish rule came to an end, the language of the church in 
northern Schleswig was Danish in 121 Schleswigian churches; eleven of the churches, 
however, also had German services. For a long time no consideration was given to the changed 
circumstances brought about by the political upheavals. It was not until 1876 that German 
services were established in congregations where only Danish was spoken, since the number 
of German congregation members was gradually increasing, partly through immigration and 
partly through natural growth. This corresponded to necessity and equity. The more the number 
of German speakers in Northern Schleswig increases and the more the effect of German school 
instruction becomes apparent, the more the need for German services will naturally become 
apparent. Hand in hand with this goes a reduction in the number of purely Danish services. In 
1876 there were still only Danish services in 106 parishes, in 1897 in 53 and now only in 39 
parishes. German sermons, on the other hand, have already been introduced in 73 churches, 
and in 40 of these churches German is preached at least once a month. Thus the language of 
the church is slowly shifting in favor of German. This is a natural, inexorably progressing process, 
for the number of old inhabitants who only know Danish is dwindling and the German language 
border is pushing further and further north. It will not be long before German services will have 
to be introduced in all churches, at least in part. 

(E.K. Z.) 

In Baden the shortage of theologians has become so great that the Oberkirchen 
authorities felt compelled to take an energetic measure. Former pupils of the Basier Preacher 
School as well as of the Basel Mission House are to be admitted to the study of theology, 
provided that the State Government releases them from the Maturity Examination, and that they 
are able to take the examination after three semesters. After one year they may take the main 
theological examination and then enter the ranks of eligible candidates for the ministry. The 
measure is much contested. It is said that the level of education of the clergy is being lowered, 
and in order to thoroughly remedy the lack of theologians, it is demanded that the clergy be paid 
a sufficient salary, commensurate with their social position. We do not believe that the influx of 
Basle students will be very strong. The circumstances within the Baden Landeskirche are so 
confused and tense that it takes some courage to entrust one's fate to this church. Especially if 
the pupils are to be regarded as second-class clergymen for the rest of their lives. Neither can 
we agree with the assertion that better pay alone should be enough to encourage more young 
people to study theology. The real cause lies in the inner barrenness of modern theology, which, 
with the exception of Bremen and a few Thuringian churches, is hardly to be found anywhere in 
the world as it is in Baden. What is a young candidate, who has labored for years over critical 
problems, to offer his congregations? Or from where is he to gain lasting enthusiasm for a 
profession which, held in very low esteem by modern cultured mankind and burdened with a 
host of difficulties unknown in former times, is in his 
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of one's own eyes hardly more than that of a religious enlightener of the people? The old 
rationalism still had many social, economic and popular educational tasks for its followers in the 
spiritual office. Modern rationalism is not even able to direct its students to these fields of work, 
which have long since been occupied by another side. He dismisses them with a few dulled 
religious ideas that make up their entire spiritual capital and lead to inevitable bankruptcy, 
especially in the most difficult moments of the pastorate, the pastoral care of the healthy, the 
sick, and the dying. Therefore, until the dominance of modern theology in our faculties is broken, 
a lasting remedy for the lack of theologians can never be thought of. (D. A. G.) 


The ecclesiastical conditions in Baden are characterized by the following letter from a 
farmer in Baden, which was given to the "Kreuzztg." for public use: "We had a faithful clergyman 
for many years. Now the Lord our God has called him home and we got Mr. X. as pastor. When 
he came, he immediately said that he belonged to the liberal party. Now he knows a lot and can 
speak of many things, but of the one thing that is needed, so far nothing. A missionary pupil from 
Wirttemberg came here in the summer. He also wanted to hear him and therefore went to 
church. When he returned, he said: 'Here in Wirttemberg, a pastor does not allow himself to 
speak like that in the pulpit. Once when there was a funeral and there were Alsatians there, he 
said, among other things, 'l cannot comfort you, there is no religion at all that can give comfort.’ 
In one sermon he said, 'there is no angel, it is only imagination, the parents are the guardian 
angels.’ These are a few examples of many. - He already has his following here, unbelief is 
planting well. There are no sinners with the priest. Among other things, he said to me when | 
reproached him for his doings: man can't help it, how he once fei. He could not fly off the handle. 
Our Saviour is only a founder of religion for him, but only a human being. It is our prayer that 
God may have mercy on us. Think of our dear youth. But on the other hand, will not the Lord our 
God also demand an account from those who have to watch over what is offered to us 
evangelical Christians as spiritual nourishment?" (A. E. L. K.) 


Intolerance in Prussia. A provision contained in Article 2 of the Church Law for the 
Lutheran Church of the Old Prussian Provinces, which is now before the Prussian Parliament, 
has caused great movement in the circles of German and non-German Lutherans. According to 
this provision, Lutherans moving to the territory of the Prussian Lutheran Landeskirche from 
abroad are to be treated as members of the Union, even against their will. At first the 
representative body of the "Evangelical Lutheran Church in Prussia" objected to this plan. In the 
meantime, however, on the basis of resolutions passed in Rostock, the First Chairman of the 
"General Evangelical-Lutheran Conference," D. Graf Vitzthum, has appealed to the head of the 
Prussian government to preserve the freedom of resolution concerning their church membership 
for Lutherans moving to Prussia. The Commission of the Prussian House of Lords, however, did 
not in any way take into account the concerns of the Lutherans. An exception is made only in 
favor of foreigners. As soon as a national of a non-German state proves that special church 
events exist for him in the parish or otherwise in the neighborhood, he is to be exempted from 
the church tax on fine complaint, provided that reciprocity is guaranteed in the foreign state. 

(D. A. G.) 
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Of the Community Movement in Bavaria, the Oberconsistorium says: "Insofar as the 
Community Movement has recognizable, genuinely Christian motives, a deeper recognition of 
sin, a sincere desire for a thorough knowledge of salvation, an earnest resolution to break with 
the world and its lust and to follow Christ in a sanctified walk, it has drawn these impulses from 
the Christian instruction and education received from the regional church and its servants, and 
for this reason alone must remain bound to it in gratitude. The regional church can only rejoice in 
this fruit of its labor, given by the Lord, and should be ready to cherish and promote it and to utilize 
it for its overall life. That the movement also has unclear and even dishonest elements among its 
followers, which do it neither honor nor commend it, is unavoidable in our earthly circumstances, 
is regretted by the leaders and faithful members of the communities themselves, and must not be 
exploited to reject the whole cause. The pastors cannot and ought not to join and serve the 
communities in such a way that they neglect the rest of the congregation. But neither should they 
treat the communities with suspicion and hostility. They are not to impose themselves on the 
meetings of the community people as unappreciated leaders and supervising presidents, but 
neither are they to ignore them and leave them entirely to themselves and to any brethren who 
may come from out of town. The relationship between the office and the community is a matter 
of trust and will only develop beneficially where mutual trust is maintained with Christian 
openness. In the present reports it is usually said that the members of the community are the 
most diligent churchgoers, the most devout communicants, the most generous donors in the 
parish. If this is the case, what could be more desirable than that these people remain in the 
church and that the pastor enjoys their trust? But we also remember having read reports in which 
the remark: 'The community movement has not extended here’ or ‘There are no community 
people in the parish' seems to indicate a certain satisfaction on the part of the pastor. This may 
be justified when all is well in a parish; nor are we of the opinion that the pastor should artificially 
provoke a community movement; but the fact that the parish is more convenient to administer 
without community people must not be the reason for disliking them. Should it be necessary to 
remind the communities that, according to the situation of Bavarian legislation, only the union and 
connection with the national church enables and secures their free movement and religious 
activity?" - The community movement is a blind protest against the world-churchism in the state 
churches. It lacks in particular a twofold recognition: 1. that the pure preaching of the Gospel, 
especially the doctrine of justification, is the sole root of sanctification; 2. that, since this preaching 
has for the most part already disappeared in the German state churches with their unbelieving 
preachers and professors, and must disappear the longer the more, the formation of free-church 
congregations is the duty of Christians. F. B. 

Along with France, that "oldest" but ill-advised daughter of the Catholic Church, Belgium 
is at present the pain child of the Vatican. In Belgium, however, the ultramontanes are at the helm 
at the moment, but in the Vatican one has well-founded concern that this rule could fall apart and 
give way to a rule of the enemies of the Church. Predictably, the letter which the Cardinal 
Secretary of State Merry del Val addressed in the name of Pope Pius X to the leaders of the 
Catholic-Democratic movement, 
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has been of no avail. At least nothing has been heard of any change in the position of the Catholic 
democracy towards the government and its majority. That is why a recognized Vatican organ, 


the Civilta Cattolica, is now taking the floor to make a serious appeal to the Belgian Catholics to 


reestablish their old unity while there is still time. The Civilta Cattolica recognizes that several 
Catholic-Democratic demands are justified and exhorts the Belgian government to make 
appropriate concessions. 

(E. K. Z.) 


The most famous printing house in the world is the Oxford University Press. Although 
it is justifiably called the oldest printing house in the world, it surpasses the latest undertakings 
in this field in the beauty and perfection of its products. The Oxford University Press dates from 
1478, and in the first century of its existence it published not much more than a hundred books. 
During the last fifty years the number of works has increased to eight thousand. This, however, 
does not include the Bibles, of which the printing office now completes over one million annually. 
Besides the "Royal Printing Office," the firm of Eyre and Spottiswood, and the University of 
Cambridge, Oxford enjoys the monopoly in England of printing the Bible. The privilege dates 
from 1632 and is intended to prevent bad editions. It has made the Bible the cheapest as well 
as the best printed book in the world. The Oxford Bible appears in seventy-one editions, from 
huge folios for pulpit use to slender pocket Bibles on India paper. Bible printing forms a great 
work in itself. In this, the Oxford Bible is perhaps the only book which incurs more expense for 
Correctur than for typesetting. Of every new edition Correctur is read no less than twenty times. 
Every one who discovers an error, even if it be only an omitted or misaligned letter, receives a 
guinea. The editions, however, are produced with such accuracy, that in long years the printer 
has not paid more than five guineas for slight mistakes. The University Printing Office at Oxford 
also possesses the greatest wealth of types, both ancient and foreign. It can print the Bible in 
the languages of all educated and most uneducated peoples. Almost all of these languages 
require special types. Sometimes ten different pieces of metal are necessary to produce a single 
letter of the Syrian language. Likewise, the Oxford printing press is distinguished by its paper. 
The paper used for Bible printing is particularly select. Thus the India paper has often been 
imitated, but never equalled. It is no less remarkable for its purity than for its tenacity. It can be 
rubbed, crumpled and twisted without destroying it. Yet it is extraordinarily thin. The printer can 
do everything that is necessary for the production of a book, except for the tanning of the leather, 
without having to leave his own workshops. In doing so, it never asks for savings. It is rather 
sufficient for her if her efficiency is increased and her independence secured. (D. A. G.) 

Freethought in France. Among the 773 Protestant towns in France, there are 215 in which 
freethinking societies exist. At baptisms, the godparents are offered little speeches, which they 
address to the person to be baptized in the name of reason; at marriages, the president is 
supposed to say to the future spouses, "Before | give you some spiritual, | owe you some advice. 
"Consider marriage as a union for perfection, for liberation, for wholesome influence; Citizen X., 
do you take as your spiritual comrade Citizen X.? Citizen X., do you take as your spiritual 
comrade Citizen X.? So some 
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I call upon you spiritually before this assembly in the name of freethought and reason." Hereupon 
a few shots of joy are fired. At the funeral of a virgin, a freethinking delegate said, among other 
things, the following to the father: "You will, dear comrade, as a man who has freed himself from 
the common prejudices, bear the blow that has struck you. No flowers on this grave, no sorrow 
at the same. Nature hath cared for this child like a loving and devoted mother. Sleep, dear and 
happy child, your last sleep in the eternal peace of liberating nothingness. In the name of 
universal freethought, farewell!" 


The German Protestant school in Rome was inaugurated on October 16 with the greatest 
participation of the German colony. The celebration was introduced with the song "Ein feste Burg 
ist unser Gott" (A strong fortress is our God), and then the embassy preacher Wilhelm Peters 
spoke the consecration prayer, following 2 Cor. 6, 20, in which he wished the building to always 
be a place of German education, German morals and faithful Protestant confession. He was 
followed by the president of the school committee, Prof. Dr. Schéner, who pointed out in his 
speech how the so-called parity school imposed by the government on the Germans here had 
become a clerical school through the excessive concessions made to the ultramontanes, that the 
Protestant part, as usual, had drawn the short straw, and that the friction between the individual 
confessions would only be intensified by such a simultaneous school. It was therefore a sacred 
duty of the German Protestant fathers to open a Protestant school here in Rome, which would 
accept all German children without regard to nationality. He emphasized that it was precisely the 
children of the naturalized Germans living here who were most at risk, and that it was therefore 
the most beautiful task of the school to preserve these elements of Germanity and the Gospel. 
The number of registered pupils is 45, while the so-called parity school has only 25. The 
numerous registrations, which still took place on October 16, indicate that the school building will 
have to be enlarged in the very near future. There is enough space for this, since the Protestant 
community has made a large part of the church building site available. (Ref.) 

Of Sebastian Bach, the famous organist Guilmant of Paris says: "My admiration of Bach 
is unlimited. In my opinion, Bach is the music. Everything in music comes from him, and if all 
music but Bach's were destroyed, yet the music would have been preserved for us. As far as 
pure, chaste organ music is concerned, Bach is and probably remains the greatest of all 
composers. | find in his chorales the heart of all music! They combine musical knowledge and 
deepest feeling in the most wonderful way. But because of their polyphonic character, Bach's 
works should not be played too fast. In former times, an Allegro was not played as fast as today, 
and the Andante is now usually played too slowly." (Abendsch.) 

The results of the census taken in India in 1901 are now available in their entirety. They 
provide such surprising information, some of which deviates completely from all previous reports, 
that it is well worth emphasizing some of it. The Indian Empire at present covers, apart from a 
few small border districts which have not yet been surveyed, 1,766,597 square miles. It is 
therefore considerably larger than the whole of Europe, with the exception of Russia. Seven 
empires, as large as the German Empire, could be comfortably accommodated on its soil. The 
total number of inhabitants is 294,361,056 souls. In 1859 it was given as 193,258,297. Since then 
the census work has been much more accurate and 
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more extensive. But if one also takes this into account, there still remains a tremendous increase 
in population. Incidentally, this increase is not evenly distributed over the entire empire. In some 
districts the population has not increased but decreased. Especially in Central India and in the 
northwestern Deccan. The increase in population has been repeatedly halted by devastating 
epidemics and, above all, by the constant famine. However, it can be said that the Indian 
population has more than doubled in the last century. The increase was especially beneficial to 
the large cities. Of these, Bombay had about 100,000 inhabitants in 1780, while in 1891 it had 
risen to 821,764, only to fall to 776,006 during the last decade as a result of the plague. About 
150 languages are spoken in India, including 23 European ones. The two main groups are the 
Aryan and the Dravidian, the latter used by about 195, the latter by about 53 million. The relation 
of the sexes is peculiar. While in all civilized countries women predominate, in India men rule. 
There are 149,951,824 men and 144,409,232 women. Thus there are only 963 women for every 
1000 men. In these figures the disregard for women, which begins with the killing of children of 
the female sex, is clearly expressed. But an improvement of the situation under the influence of 
the Christian spirit cannot be denied. In the last decade the number of men has increased by 
only two million, while the number of women has increased by five million. This proves that the 
female sex is more highly valued and better provided for. The lot of widows is still unspeakably 
sad. Their number is 25,891,936, among them widows under five years of age: 19,487, under 
ten years of age: 95,798. Because the female sex withstood the privations of famine better than 
the male, the number of widows has unfortunately increased disproportionately. The progress of 
Christianity is very remarkable. Even in purely numerical terms. For while the total increase of 
the population in the last decade amounted to only 1.5 percent, the Christians grew by 31, the 
Protestants in particular by 64.5 percent. But then still more, as regards its spiritual influence, the 
creation of a higher, purer atmosphere of life in India. And yet what are all victories when one 
hears of the immense masses of people who populate "Bharata's part of the earth"! "The harvest 
is great, but few are the labourers. Therefore pray the Lord to send labourers into his harvest!" 
(D. A. G.) 

About the course of this year's pilgrimage to Mecca and Medina it is reported that a 
total of 92,500 participants had gathered there, a number that has not been reached for more 
than 40 years. If one adds to this the 57,500 inhabitants of Mecca (50,000), Medina (3000), 
Djedda (4000) and Taif (500), as well as 8000 camel drivers and Bedouins and 2000 soldiers, 
the result is a crowd of 160,000 people who had accumulated in the "holy cities" at the same 
time. In spite of the large crowd of mostly very poor pilgrims, the caravan was spared from 
epidemics, but 9000 to 10,000 of the pilgrims are said not to have returned; about 4000 to 5000 
are said to have died of diseases, a few hundred remained at the holy places, and a few thousand 
fell victim to the Bedouins. Among the 74,344 pilgrims who arrived by sea were said to be 17,942 
Indians and Afghans, 13,251 Javanese and Malayans, 9701 Egyptians, 7176 Bukhars, 5068 
Turks, 3225 Tartars and Russians, 2926 Tripolitans, 2749 Moroccans, 2419 Sudanese and 
Abyssinians. 


